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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE ARE GLAD to observe that the Companies Act, 1867, 
Amendment (No. 2) Bill, promoted by the Oouacil of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, was read a third time in the House of 
Commons on Wedaesday, and we trust it may now be con- 
sidered safe to pass into law. The Bill has not, we believe, 
been reprinted since it was altered ; but we understand that its 
object is to fagilitate the filing of proper contracts in res of 
fully paid-up shares, in place of defective contracts already filed. 


“ 





In THe course of the hearing on Wednesday of a trade-mark 
cise, the Master of the Rolls said he wished it to be generally 
known by solicitors that a copy of a judge’s notes of vird voce 
evidence taken before him should be applied for at a reasonable 
time before the hearing of au appeal, so that the judge’s clerk 
might have time to make the copy. The application was often 
postponed to the last moment, and there was not time to make 
a copy before the hearing of the appeal. The original notes 
were not always easy to read. 





WE REFERRED last week to the suggestions of the Incorpor- 
ated Law Society with regard to service in Scotland. The case 
presented in the committee’s report constitutes an unanswerable 
plea for equal rights on behalf of the English litigant. It may 
appear to be a work of supererogation to attempt to add to the 
strength of that plea, but we hope that in any communications 
which may piss on this he the important case of Wood v. 
Middleton (45 W. R. 184; L. R, 1897, 1 Oh. 151) will not be 
overlooked. In that case an action was commenced by summons 
in the county court of Cumberland against a defendant resident 
in Scotland. Ord. 51, r. 23, of the County Court Rules, 1889, is 
in the following terms : 

‘* Where a defendant sued under section 67 of the Act shall be out 
of England or Wales, the j , or in his absence the registrar, may 
upon an affidavit of the fact, direct the service of the summons to be 
effected within such time and in such manner as the judge or 


registrar may think fit.”’ 


In accordance with the terms of this rule the registrar 
leave to serve the defendant in Scotland, which was done. 
action was afterwards removed into the High Court, and the 
an 
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uestion of jurisdiction was argued before Srinuinc, J. The 
eatned judge held that the above county court rule was valid, 
and witbia the power of the rule-making authority to make; 
that the servico effected was therefore good service, and that 
had the action remained in the county court the jurisdiction 
could not have been objected to. But it had transpired that the 
subject-matter of the action exceeded the jurisdiction of the 
county court, and the registrar therefore transferred it to the 
Court, as he was bound todo. The question, therefore, 
resolved itself into whether the High Court had jurisdiction, 
and the judge held that if the action had been commenced in 
the High Court, there would have been no jurisdiction to order 
service in Scotland, and consequently that, although the county 
court would have had jurisdiction if it had remained a county 
court action, the High Court could not acquire any similar 
jurisdiction by the mere fact of the transfer of the action from 
the county court to the High Court. 


THE ABOVE case appears to us to throw a striking light upon 
the absurdity and i:justice of the existing state of affairs as to 
service of English process in Scotland. The county court has 
assumed for years past a free right to serve its process ia 
Scotland, and this right is also freely assumed by both the 
Cuurt of Session and the lower courts in Scotland. The enact- 
ments conferring this right upon the Scottish courts will be 
found in a previous article on this subject (vol. 41, p. 184). 
Notwithstanding all this, the High Court in England is denied 
the right to rerve an originating summons or petition in Scot- 
land, and its power to order service of a writ of summons is 
hedged round by all manner of restrictions which are unknown 
to the Scottish courts or even our own county courts. Another 
fact which makes the present state of affairs even more absurd 
is that, as long ago as 1891, the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(Ireland) came into force, and ord. 11, r. 10, of those rules 

rovides that ‘‘The rules of this order (service out of the 
jurisdiction) shall apply to originating summonses and petitions 
and other origivating proceedings.” These facts speak fur 
themselves. They shew that the powers assumed by the Irish 
courte and by the Eoglish county courts were properly assumed, 
and that they bave never met with any objection from the 
Scottish courts. And they shew that the only person who is 
shut out from participation in these reciprocab rights to serve 
originating process of all kinds out of the jurisdiction, but 
within the United Kingdom, is the English litigant in the 
English High Court. Why this state of affairs should have 
continued so lor g seems to us inexplicable. 


Tue Court of Appeal have, as might have been expected, 
affirmed (ante, p. 635) the recent decision of Kexewicu, J., in 
Re White, Pennell v. Franklin (46 W. R. 247). A testator, who 
died in 1891, appointed three persons as trustees and executors 
of his will. Ove of them was a solicitor, and he was expressly 
empowered by the will to make professional charges. The 
estate proved insolvent and the will was proved by the solicitor 
alone, who ac‘ed professionally in the administration, and then 
proposed to charge his costs against the estate. Unfortunately 
the earlier decisions, inc!uding decisions of the Court of Appeal, 
made it impossible for such a claim to be supported, and it was 
rejected by Kexewicu, J. Apart from the express power in the 
will, the solicitor would have had no right to make any charge 
at all, even had the estate been solvent. His right to charge, 
therefore, sprang from the bounty of the testator, and the 
money, had he received it, would have come to him as a gift. 
This is, at least, the legal theory, and on the strength of 
it it has been held that a solicitor who attests the will 
debars himself from taking advantage of the provision 
in question (Ze Barber, 34 W. R. 395, 31 Oh. D. 665; Re Pooley, 
37 W.R _17, 40 Ch, D. 1); but if the costs, when taken under 
the provision, are a gift so as to render the solicitor incompetent 
as an attesting witness, they are equally a gift or a legacy when 
it comes to be a question of paying them out of an iusolvent 
estate. They cannot rank with the claims of creditors, and the 
solicitor must forego them notwithstanding that he has done the 


work whereby they are earned. The result, asthe Master of ths 
Rolls in the present case observed, is hard upon the solicitor, 
but it follows too clearly from legal principle to be gainsaid. 





Tue report of the Legal Procedure Committee of the Iacor- 
porated Law Society, to which we referred last week, deals also 
with the Land Charges Bill, which has now passed the House 
of Lords. The Bill, as we have already pointed out, substitutas 
for the writ of elegit a system of charging orders under which 
the execution creditor will have the power of realizing the 
debtor’s lands as though he were mortgagee. It is contem- 
plated, apparently, that the judgment creditor shall be entitled 
to a charging orjer as a matter of right, but no provision is 
made for such an order being made ex parte ; and since, as the 
report points out, a summons after judgment requires to be 
served on the debtor personally, the creditor will be powerless 
to get his chargiog order if the debtor chooses to elude service. 
The creditor would thus be in a worse position than under the 
existing practice as to legit. On the other hand, the Bill assists 
the creditor by enabling him to get an order charging any 
interest of the debtor in land, whereas certain interests are not 
extendible under an ¢/-git. The second clause of the Bill em- 
powers the Lord Chancellor to provide for the removal of the 
business conducted in the Registry of Judgments Dapartment «f 
the Central Office to the Office of Lind R-gistry. This naturally 
meets with the approval of the committee, for some registers 
are already kept at the Land Registry, and it is obvious that all 
the registers which a purchaser of land may require to search 
ought to be collected at the same office. The committee further 
urge that contracts with corporations, which under Local Im- 
provement Acts are binding upon land and have to be registered 
with the town clerk, ought also to be registered at the Central 
Office. Of course such local registration should never have been 
allowed unless accompanied also by central registration, but the 
prec2dent has been set and the Legislature continues to allow 
of the multiplication of 1 :cal registers to ths great trouble and 
expense of purchasers. 





AN atrempr was made in Groves v. Lord Wimborne (ante, p. 
633) to upset the settled doctrine that an action will lie at the 
suit of a workman against his employer for injury ciused by 
the employer’s failure to perform his statutory duty of fencing 
dangerous machinery under section 5 of the Factory Act, 1878. 
For any such default the employer is liable to a penalty under 
the Act, and hence, it was urged, he is exempted from being at 
the same time liable to an action. But the argument, which is 
opposed to a long series of decisions, was rejected by the Court 
of Appeal. In Coe v. Platt (7 Ex. 460), which was upon the 
Act 7 & 8 Vict. c. 15, the plaintiff failed on another ground, but 
it was not doubted that, could he have proved the neglect of the 
statutory duty, he would have been entitled to recover. Holmes 
v. Clarke (6 H. & N. 349) and Britton vy. Great Western Cotton 
Co (L. R. 7 Ex. 130) are both direct decisions that the action 
will lie notwithstanding that the plaintiff goes on working with 
knowledge of the risk he runs, provided he has complained ; 
and in Baddeley v. Earl Granville (19 Q. B. D. 423) the 
Divisional Cuurt not only held that the action would lie, but 
also, followiog an intimation by the majority of the Court of 
Appeal in Zhomas v. Quartermaine (18 Q. B. D. 685), that 
the maxim volenti non fit injuris was not available to the 
employer by way of defence. In the present case of Groves v. 
Lord Wimborne the Ouurt of Appeal have given cogent reasons 
why the statutory penalty should not exclude civil liability. 
Under section 82 of the Act of 1878, indeed, the whole or part 
of the penalty may, at the discretion of the Home Secretary, be 
poh ae gm the benefit of the injured person or his family, but 
this is not the same thing as giving him a direct claim for com- 
pensation against the employer, nor does it follow that the 
penalty imposed will bear avy proportion to the injury inflicted 
on the workman. The neglect of the statutory duty may be 
venial and yet the consequences severe. The penalty, there- 
fore, does not correspond tu the employer's civil liability to the 
workman, and, in the absence of any indication of such an 





intention in the Act, the civil liability is not excluded. As just 
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stated, the maxim volenti non fit injuria furnishes the employer 
with no defence to the action ; it is now held, farther, that he 
cannot set up the defence of common em ent. Even 
though the omission to fence is eae ue to the negli- 

of a fellow-workman of the plaintiff, yet the employer 
cannot delegate to another the performance of his statutory 
duty, and he remains liable. 





We print elsewhere a well-reasoned letter from a corres- 
pondent, who raises an important point in connection with our 
articles on the Land Transfer Rules. The question at issue 
seems capable of being thus stated: A. is the owner cf land 
subject a legal mortgage to B., and A. registers; does the 
registration operate to divest B.’s legal estate and to vest it ia 
A.? Our correspondent submits that it does. It seems to us 
that the policy of the Land Transfer Acts is to shew by the 
register the person capable of conan | or charging the 
registered land. All other estates may be created in like 
manner as if the land were unregistered. Thus if a registered 
proprietor conveys his land by unregistered disposition the “0 
estate (if vested in him) passes to the grantee subject to 
divested by a registered disposition: see Act of 1875, s. 49. 
There is, heveloee, nothing incompatible with the scheme of the 
Acts in B.’s retaining the legal estate. 3B.’s estate is an incum- 
brance and will be noted on the register where the registration 
is with an absolute title. B. cannot without his consent be given 
a registered charge in place of his legal mortgage : see rule 118. 
Again, the rule referred to in our sixth article, that there cannot 
be two common law fees co-existing in the same land is only a 
rule of the common law, and may be suspended by force of a 
statute. Moreover, it seems to have been disregarded in the 
case of a long term enlarged into a fee simple under section 65 
of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881. Of course 
we admit that the common law courts will take cognizance of 
the statutory fee for the purposes of the Act, but the question 
is, what is the value of that estate for the purposes of un- 
registered dealings? Is the old common law fee merged therein 
or not? Assuming that where land is regi with an 
absolute title (the prior incumbrance having been discharged 
but the legal estate not reconveyed) a registered transfer for 
value by the registered proprietor will, as we think it does, pass 
the legal estate to the purchaser ; thus, as regards absolute titles, 
the point is not of great importance, inasmuch as the registered 
proprietor, so long as he is in possession, will have the usual 
mortgagor’s power to lease. In the case of possessory titles, 
however, the point is of considerable importance, and seems to 
us to depend on the construction of section 8 of the Act of 1875, 
which, as we pointed out (ante, pp. 505-6), may be read in two 
ways, and we stated that it would not be safe to act on the view 
that, on mere payment off of the incumbrance paramount to the 
estate conferred by registration, the legal estate vested in the 
proprietor without reconveyance. It will thus appear that the 
articles are not based on the assumption that the statutory estate 
is not the legal estate, but that in practice it will not be safe to 
assume that it is. Our correspondent thinks that his view is 
confirmed by rule 97, which provides for the case of a registered 
proprietor refusing to execute a transfer on a sale by a legal 
mortgagee under a mortgage made prior to first registration. 
We contend, however, that in the case of a possessory title an 
exercise of such a martgnges'e pow of sale operates to remove 
the land from the register unless the purchaser is willing to 
adopt the registration and take a er under rule 97: see 
Re Winter (L. R. 15 Eq. 156) and ante, p. 551. In a compulsory 
district this is immaterial, as the pure would have to re- 
register. As regards our correspondent’s contention that his 
view is supported by the fact that a purchaser can be registered 
without taking a conveyance, we have already pointed out (anie, 
p- 486) that in the case of a title this would bring 
the contract for sale on the title, but undoubtedly if his con- 


tention is right the legal estate would pass by the registra-| 


tion, which has to he assented to by the vendor, instead of by 
conveyance. 





_ Hanpry a day passes on which we may not read in the police 
intelligence in the newspapers of proceedings against the 
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rs of some “ bogus club.” _ These so-called clubs are, 
as a rule, houses kept for the of affording persons the 
opportunity of doing acts which are forbidden by law in places 
of public resort. No doubt the proprietors of such places often 
break the law in many ways, but the charge most neqeeeey 
—- — them is that of selling liquor without a licence. 
erally the question turns on whether the establishment is a 
bond fide club or not, and a conviction is obtained upon proof 
that there is no difficulty in the way of anyone who chooses 
obtaining admission and liquor. Houses of this 
description are no doubt a to public order and to 
morality, and those who keep them deliberately break the law 
for their own profit. There are, however, many clubs in London 
and elsewhere—some of them of the highest possible respecta- 
bility—in which the rope Ay are, in our opinion, broken 
every day with impunity. law says that no in shall 
sell by retail any intoxicating liquor without being duly licensed 
so todo. But surely this is exactly what the owner of every 
proprietary club does? He sells liquor, presumably at a profit, 
and he is not licensed. There are various kinds of clubs, but 
they may ero all be divided into two classes. In the first 
class may be placed all clubs the members of which themselves 
own the property of the club. In these clubs the members are 
joint owners of the society’s property, and the committee, 
managers, or trustees are their ts. Under such circum- 
stances, it was held in Graf'v. Evans (30 W. R. 380, 8 Q. B. D. 
873) that liquor ee by the committee for the use of 
members, and sold to the members individually as they require 
it, is not “sold” within the meaning of the Licensing Act. 
In fact it is clear that, as soon as the committee purchase 
the liquor, each member becomes part owner of it, and 
what happens subsequently is merely a convenient method 
of distributing the liquor amongst persons who already are its 
owners, and who themselves alone profit by the transaction. In 
the second class of clubs may be p. those in which mem- 
bership is not co-extensive with ownership, in fact all propristary 
clubs. Sometimes these are kept by one person, or by several 
in partnership. Sometimes they are the property of a limited 
company. In these the members, as such, do not own the goods 
of the club, and membership and ownership are quite distinct. 
The proprietor buys the liquor and does, in the ordinary sense, 
sell it again to the members; and the profit, if any, from the 
transaction goes into his pocket. Such societies are no doubt 
perfectly bond fide clubs, but, none the less, it is submitted, the 
proprietor infringes the licensing laws. In Bowyer v. The Percy 
Supper Olub (Limited) (42 W. R. 29, [1898] 2 Q. B. 154) the 
club in question was owned by a limited company, and the 
High Court held that the company was liable to conviction for 
selling to members without being licensed. Martuew, J., went 
80 far as to say that he was wholly unable to see any distinction 
between a case of that sort and the case of a friendly society 
arranging with the landlord of a public-house that they should 
have the use of a room on certain occasions and be supplied by 
him with liquor. The question of proprietary clubs does not 
seem to have yet been thoroughly gone into; but, when they 
do receive the attention of the court, it will probably be held 
that whenever liquor is sold by the proprietor for his own 
benefit a licence is necessary, and that it is immaterial whether 
the proprietor is a company, a firm, or an individual. 














Tux pxciston of the House of Lords in Lord Wolverton v. The 
Attorney-General, reversing that of the Court of Appee! (1897, 1 
Q. B. 231), will be received with satisfaction by the pro- 
fession. e question was as to the liability of the fourth Baron 
Wotverton to pay succession duty on the value of an annuity 
of £15,000 to which he became entitled under the trusts of a 
deed of family arrangement. The second baron, who died in 
1887, by his will bequeathed certain bank shares upon certain 
| trusts to the third n duriog his life, and pe ogre his 

residuary estate in trust for his own wife for life, with remainder 
| after her decease to the third baron if then living, and if he 
should then be dead to the person who should then be the 
testator’s - heir. In 1888 the third baron died without 
| issue in the ifetime of the widow, and the bank shares accord- 
ingly fell into the residue. On the death of the third baron five 
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nieces of the testator were the persons who would, in the event 
of their surviving the widow, be the co-heiresses of the testator 
and entitled to the residue. A deed of arrangement was 
thereupon executed by which the widow, the five nieces, 
and the fourth baron assigned to trustees their respective 
interests in the residue upon trust (so far as material) 
to pay during the life of the widow an annuity of £15,000 
to the fourth baron during his life, and after the death 
of the widow ‘‘to continue to pay the said annuity of 
£15,000” to the person for the time being holding the title of 
Baron Wotverton during his life. The annuity was paid to 
the fourth baron until the death of the widow in 1894, and 
upon her death succession duty was claimed by the Crown on 
the value of the annuity which then began to be payable to 
him. Legacy duty at 3 per cent. had been paid (upon the death 
of the widow) upon the whole residue of the testator’s estate. 
Both the Divisional Court (Pottock, B., and Bruce, J.) and the 
Court of Appeal (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorzs and Riasy, 
L JJ.) held that the annuity which commenced at the death of 
the widow was not the same annuity as that which was payable 
ia her lifetime, and also that the arrangement made by the deed 
was not a contract for valuable consideration in money or 
money’s worth within the meaning of section 17 of the Succes- 
sion Duty Act, 1853, and the House of Lords did not differ 
from this view. But the Divisional Court appears to have 
regarded this as leading necessarily to the conclusion 
that the fourth baron became entitled to the new annuity 
as successor, and that his succession was liable to the duty. 
The court seems to have left the other sections of the Act 
entirely out of consideration. Section 15 was considered by 
tho Court of Appeal, and was held to be inapplicable to the 
facts of the case. That section enacts, in effect, that where, 
before the successor is entitled in possession, his succession 
becomes vested by alienation in any other person, then the duty 
in respect thereof shall be paid at the same rate and time as if 
no such alienation had been made or derivative title created. 
The arrangement under which the fourth baron was entitled to 
receive the annuity out of the residue which formed the succession 
of the five nieces was not, in the opinion of the Court of Appeal, 
an “‘alienation” to that extent of their succession within the 
section. They therefore thought that the new annuity was to 
be regarded as a new succession, and so liable to duty. This 
view has not been generally approved of, and it has now received 
its guietus from the House of Lords, The new annuity was 
created by the five nieces, the successors, out of their own 
succession, and it is a new and a disturbing doctrine to hold 
that a successor can cause a new succession to be substituted 
for his own so as to make his alienee liable to pay duty over 
and above that which is already payable on the original 
succession. Section 15 seems exactly to fit the circumstances 
of the present case, with the result that, legacy duty having 
already been paid on the whole succession, the property is 
protected from any claim for succession duty by section 18, 





Taz Vestry of St. Pancras appear to claim the right of 
entering upon any premises in order to inspect the sanitary 
arrangements, even though nothing whatever is brought to 
their knowledge to lead them t> suspect the existence of a 
nuisance. If such a right exists it is a very wide and arbitrary 
power to be in the hands of any sanitary authority, and in 
resisting the vestry’s claim the North London Collegiate School 
for Girls has this week raised a question of considerable im- 
portance. Section 1 of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, 
ee upon the sanitary authority the duty of causing their 

istrict to be inspected from time to time with a view to the 
discovery of nuisances, and section 10 gives them the right to 
enter any premises for the purpose of examining as to the 
existence cf a nuisance thereon. There is, however, no pro- 
vision imposing a penalty upon an occupier who refuses ad- 
mission to his premises, unless entry is claimed in order to carry 
out an order of the justices, or is refused with the intention of 
preventing the discovery of an offence under the Act, or the 
refusal is declared by some other Act to be me If the 
refusal can be brought under one of these three heads, then by 


section 115 the person refusing is liable to a fine not exceeding 





£5. If for any other reason an occupier refuses to almit the 
officer of the sanitary authority, the only course for the authority 
to take is to apply to a magistrate under the last-moationed 
section for a warrant authorizing entry upon the premises, by 
force if necessary. But to obtain this warrant the justice must 
be satisfied that there is reasonable ground for the entry. In 
the recent case the vestry could only put forward as a ‘ reason. 
able ground”’ the fact that several schools in the district had 
been found to be in a defective sanitary condition. They were 
unable to allege a single fact to raise suspicion that ia this 
particular case there was any sort of nuisance, and, ia the face 
of a statement that a competent sanitary surveyor had certified 
the arrangements of the school to be we the magistrate 
failed to see any reasonable ground, and refused his warrant, 
Although it is possible this decision may be overruled by the 
High Court, we submit that it is perfectly sound. The Logis. 
lature could never have intended to give a local authority power 
to enter a private house against the will of the owner ualess 
some reason existed for suspecting the existence of a state of 
things likely to injure the occupants of the house or the public 
in general. If a local authority possessed a power such a3 was 
claimed by the St. Pancras Vestry, it might be used in a most 
oppressive and intolerable manner by the over-zealous officers 
of some districts. 





Tue case of The Glengyle is a striking example of the expedi- 
tion which is possible in the trial of actions in our courts. [a 
August last Zhe Glengyle, while on a voyage from London to 
Japan, was run into and very seriously damaged when ia the 
Straits of Gibraltar. By the prompt action of the salvage 
steamers Hermes and Newa, and the tugs Hercules and Nellie, 
The Glengyle was brought into Gibraltar Bay and saved from 
becoming a total loss. In October the salvors instituted this 
action for salvage, and on the 6th of December Mr. Justice 
Barnes awarded Zhe Hermes and Newa £19,000 and the tugs 
£500. On the 16th of February the Court of Appeal upheld 
the judgment of the Admiralty Court; and on Tuesday last the 
House of Lords confirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal. 
From this it would seem that when litigants desire a spoedy 
trial, the courts are in nowise backward in gratifying their 
desires. 





Tue Sevpen Society is about to issue to the members, as 
volume xii. of its publications, ‘Select Pleas in the Court of 
Requests, A.D. 1487-1569.” This book has been edited for the 
Society by Mr. I. 8. Lzapam, and contains a careful introduction 
treating of the whole history of this Court, known as “ the 
Court of Poore Men’s Causes,” from its establishment under 
Henry VIL. to its disappearance under the Commonwealth and 
Restoration. The publication is of unusual interest, as the 
history of the Court has not before been fully investigated. 
This is the volume for 1898. Volume xiii., for 1899, on “ Pleas 
of the Forest Eyre Rolls,” by Mr. G. J. Turwzr, is already in 
the press. Volume xiv., for 1900, will be a selection of the early 
municipal records of Lincoln and Beverley, edited by Mr. 
Artuur F. Lzacu. 








In the Houge of Commons, on the 8th inst., on the vote to complete the 
sum of £107,929 for the Supreme Court of Judicature and other legal 
departments in Ireland, Mr. Dillon instituted a comparison between the 
cost of the judicial establishments in Ireland and those in England and 
Scotland. ‘The Supreme Court of Judicature and other legal departments 
in Ireland cost £112,000 last year and £107,000 in the year now under 
discussion, while in England the Supreme Court of Judicature, with, at 
the lowest estimate, about twenty times the amount of business, cost only 
£326,000 this year. The law charges in England, with a population of 
28,000,000 and an enormous crush of business, were only £79,000, while 
in Ireland, with a population of only 4,500,000, the law charges and 
criminal prosecutions cost no lessa sum than £62,000. In addition to 
that there was the Land Court, which cost £119,000, and for which there 
was no analogy in this country. Then they had got the County Court 
officers in Ireland,j £113,000, whereas in — the sum was only 
£38.000. The Att@/ey-General for Ireland said that almost the whole of 
the expenses of criminal prosecutions in Ireland taken up by the Crown 
were borne by the Treasury, and —— on the votes, while in England 
the coet of prosecutions were largely borne by the public. 
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PROCEDURE IN ACTIONS ON BILLS OF EXCHANGE. 


Tue report of the Special Committee of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Legal Procedure, which we printed last week (ante, 
. 637), contains proposals as to actions on bills of exchange, 
which are stated, if we may presume to say so, with more 
to brevity than to clearness. The subject is an im- 
portant one, and two distinct proposals for amendment of pro- 
cedure are put forward in terms which leave us in some 
doubt as to what the committee actually desire. The main 
point is that as regards actions on bills of exchange order 
14 is less effective then was the procedure under the Summary 
Procedure on Bills of Exchange Act, 1855, commonly called 
Keating’s Act, but the words of the report leave us in some 
doubt as to whether the committee desire the revival of 
Keating’s Act in High Oourt procedure, or an alteration of 
order 14. The passage of the report dealing with this point is 
as follows : 
“‘The committee are of opinion that the process under the Sum- 
mary Procedure on Bills of Exchange Act, 1855, was advantageous, 
and that it has been unduly restricted under order 14. They suggest 
that in actions on bills of exchange and on certain written docu- 
ments, and in other special cases to be prescribed, the plaintiff should 
be entitled to summary judgment unless the defendant obtains leave 
to defend. In the alternative, they suggest a rule to be made under 
order 14, by which the plaintiff in an action on a bill of exchange 
should be entitled immediately after appearance to issue and serve a 
summons under order 14, on the return of which, without other 
evidence in support than the production of the bill, he should be 
entitled to summary judgment unless the defendant shall be then 
prepared with an affidavit shewing substantial grounds of defence.’’ 

We will assume that the first suggestion means the restora- 
tion of Keating’s Act in High Oourt procedure. The 
report does not actually say thie in words, but it can mean 
nothing less, because under the existing procedure a plaintiff is 
already entitled under order 14 to “summary judgment unless 
the defendant obtains leave to defend.” What the report fails 
to make clear is that the ‘‘ leave to defend” here referred to is 
the “leave to appear and defend ” under section 2 of Keating’s 
Act. 

Assuming this reading of the report to be correct, it may be 
well to point out that although Keating’s Act is one of the 
original provisions out of which order 14 grew, there is a 
difference in principle between the two; and that it would be 
a very difficult thing to graft the principle of Keating’s Act on 
to procedure under order 14. Nor could it be made part of 
procedure in the High Court without importing the safeguards 
provided by the Act. And, moreover, if this were done the 
rules of procedure regulating the right of the defendant to 
appear, and the special indorsement, and summary judgment 
under order 14 would have to be altered so as to entirely take 
out of their operation actions on bills of exchange. It would 
not be well to have two separate procedures based upon 
different principles at work concurrently with regard to a par- 
ticular kind of action. 

The principle of Keating’s Act may be shortly summarized as 

follows: A dishonoured bill of exchange gives the holder a 
primd facie right to recover the amount summarily from the 
defendant, unless the latter can shew cause to the contrary. 
The onus of proof therefore is thrown on the defendant. A 
holder of a bill of exchange is allowed to issue a writ in special 
form prescribed by the Act, which is indorsed with a copy of 
the bill or note sued on, and which warns the defendant that 
unless within twelve days he shews good cause why he should 
be allowed to enter an appearance, and having obtained leave 
duly enters such appearance, final judgment may be entered and 
execution issued against him. The — for leave to 
appear and defend was made ex parte ( 
Acts, 4th ed., p. 385). The plaintiff had merely to issue and 
serve the writ, and on the expiration of the time for appearance 
to — for appearance, and if none entered, to sign judgment 
in default. 


The principle of order 14 is entirely different. The right | of preparation to Mr. Justice Byrne for 


make an affidavit supporting his claim, and to produce it on 
issuing his summons, also to serve a copy of it with 
the summons. The whole procedure under order 14 rests upon 
this sworn testimony of the plaintiff that he has a good claim 
and the defendant has no defence. No order is made until both 
parties are brought face to face before the master (except, of 
course, where one fails to attend) and both sides are heard. 

It does not appear from the that the c »mmittee realized 
the fundamenta! difference between procedure under Keating's 
Act and under order 14, or that the proposal to revive that Act 
in the High Court would involve considerable alterations in the 
rules. In the first place, the universal right of a defendant to 
enter appearance would have to be qualified by excepting actions 
falling within Keating’s Act. In the second place, ord. 3, r. 6, 
as to special indorsement of the writ, would have to he amended 
by phe ouch claims within that Act, because order 14 is based 
upon the defendant’s unfettered right to appear and upon the 

ial indorsement of the writ; and order 14 could not, as we 
have said, be made to operate concurrently with Keating’s Act 
in actions on bills of exchange and promissory notes without 
considerable confusion and inevitable friction. 

In these circumstances the question arises whether procedure 
under Keating’s Act isso much better than that under order 
14 that it is worth while embarking on such a reconstruction of 
our rules of summary procedure as the revival of that Act 
would involve. If, as the committee say, defendants are able 
to delay plaintiffs suing on bills of exchange under order 14 
where both parties are before the master at the same time, 
how much more probable is it that they would be able to cause 
delay in such cases when they would have the field entirely to 
themselves in applying «x parte under Keating’s Act for leave 
to appear and defend. It is often a hard task now, we admit, 
for a master to tell what substance there is in a defendant’s 
case set up under order 14, and yet he has both parties before 
him. This difficulty would surely be inc , instead of 
diminished, if he were compelled to judge only from the affidavit 
of the defendant. We must confess that, in the absence of 
some stronger reasons than those contained in the report, we 
greatly doubt the wisdom of substituting Keating’s Act for 
procedure under order 14 in actions on bills of exchange. 

As regards the alternative proposal of the committee, it 
merely amounts to this: That in actions on bills of exchange 
under order 14 the plaintiff should only be required to producs 
the bill, and not to make an affidavit swearing that the money 
was owing. We do not think that this is a sound suggestion 
either. Order 14 is based upon the plaintiff's sworn proof of 
the justice of his claim. Take this away from any part of it 
and the summary procedure it establishes would totter. We 
are by no means convinced that.it would be desirable in all cases 
to give summary judgment to the holder of a bill of exchange 
upon the mere production of the bill, without having his sworn 
testimony that the defendant was truly and justly indebted to 
him for the amount claimed. Nor do we see that the mere 
exemption of the plaintiff in such actions from the necessity 
of verifying his claim would lessen delay. On the contrary, 
the only effect of doing so would, in our opinion, be to 
cause many more adjournments, which would be rendered 
necessary in order to lew time for the plaintiff to answer the 
defendant's affidavit. Moreover, under Keating’s Act the court 
has special power to impound the bill of exchange sued on, and 
if the plaintiff in such an action were exempted from verifying 
his claim, a similar power would have to be added to those the 
court now es under order 14. Ps . 

On the whole we think that in this portion of their report 
the committee have either said too much, or too little. It 
would, in our opinion, be advisable that the committee's 


ay’s Com. Law Proc. suggestions should either go to the Rule Committee with fuller 


explanation, or not at all. 





witness actions is in course 


is stated that a transfer of 110 
as t of which 50 are from the 


which every defendant has in every action to enter appearance | list of Mr. Justice North, 35 are from Mr. Justice Stirling, and 25 are 


remains unaffected by it. 


to operate until appearance is entered, whereupon a plaintiff | , Friday, the 29th inst., at the Inner Temple [all 


Order 14, in fact, does not commence | from Mr. Justice Romer. 


is announceal 
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suing by specially-indorsed writ may apply for summary judg- | the members of the society will hold their customary reception ‘to meet 





ment. But the onus of proof rests upon him. He is bound to! the Lord Chancellor and her Majesty’s Judges,” 
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OPTIONS TO PURCHASE IN LEASES AND THE RULE 
AGAINST PERPETUITIES. 


II. 


In the last number it was submitted that covenants in a lease 

iving the option of purchasing the reversion are not cranes 
fom the rule against perpetuities; and the reasons for hold- 
ing this opinion were stated. We will now consider one or two 
subordi points connected with the same subject. 

Taking as our text a lessor’s covenant contained in a lease for 
more than twenty-one years (independent of life) and giving to 
the lessee an option to purchase the reversion, it has been 
submitted that if the covenant give the option of purchasing 
from the lessor, without mention of his heirs or assigns, it is 
personal to him and enforceable in his lifetime only: Stocker v. 
Dean (16 Beay. 161). Such a covenant, therefore, does not offend 
against the perpetuity-rule. So alsoif the option be given to 
the lessee only, without mentioning his executors, administrators, 
or assigns. But if the covenant give to the lessee, his executors, 
adminxistrators, or assigns the option of purchase from the lessor, 
his heirs or assigns, is it enforceable, either specifically or in 
damages, against the original covenantor? The case would seem 
to fall within the well-settled principle that, where some of the 
stipulations in a contract are illegal and others legal, then, if the 
stipulations are severable, the legal part of the contract may be 

forced: Mallanv. May (11 M. & W. 653); Price v. Green 
(16 M. & W. 346); Nicholls v. Stretton (10 Q. B, 346), If the 
lessor covenant that he, his heirs or assigns, will sell, why 
should not the stipulation that he himself shall sell be separated 
from that which purports to bind his heirs and assigns? [If so, 
the covenant, as regards this stipulation, must be performed (if 
at all) in the covenantor’s lifetime: see Stocker v. Dean; and 
should therefore be enforceable sgainst him specifically, or a 
breach by the covenantor himself should give rise to an action 
for damages. This contention appears to be further supported 
by the doctrine under which a gift over, followiog a limitation 
void for remoteness but expressed to take effect in one of several 
alternative events, of which some conform to and others offend 
against the perpetuity-rule, is held to be severable and to be 
valid, if the event conforming with the rule be that which 
happens: see Longhead v. Phelps (2 W. Bl. 704), Evers v. Challis 
(7 H. L. C. 531), Miles v. Harford (12 Ch. D. 691, 703, 704), 
and 1 Jarm. Wills, 5th ed., 255-259. 

But supposing there be no breach of such a covenant in the 
original covenantor’s lifetime, isa breach by the covenantor’s 
heirs or assigns a good cause of action on the covenant? If so, 
the covenantor’s heir or devisee refusing to perform the covenant 
might find himself liable to an action on the covenant. It has 
been previously submitted that the covenant would not 
be specifically enforceable against such heir or assign. 
And it is further submitted that such a covenant, in 
so far as it tends to create a perpetuity, is against 
the policy of the law and is therefore altogether void. 
In Hope v. Corporation of Gloucester (7 De G. M. & G, 647) it 
was held that a covenant to renew a lease, after the expiration 
of a term of thirty-one years, in favour of a person who would 
not necessarily have any interest as lessee under the old lease, 
was not only not specifically enforceable, but invalid, as creating 
@ perpetuity. And that great master of the common law, 
Parke, B., in delivering his opinion in Zyerton v. Brownlow (4 
H. L. O. 1, 125, 18 Jur. 71, 85) gave the following instances of 
contracts void for illegality, as being against the policy of the 
law: ‘There are other cases in which contracts or provisoes 
have been held to be illegal on principles long recognized by 
the common law, such as marriage brocage bonds, conditions or 
contracts not to marry, in restraint of trade, against alienation 
of land, including those violating the law of perpetuities.” 
These authorities appear to be directly in point. 
The case is, moreover, analogous to that of an unlimited 
covenant never to assign land, which appears, according 
to the better opinion, to be void as against the policy 
of the law: see 1 Smith L. O. 185, 2nd ed., 419, 10th ed.; 
Poole’s case (cited Moore 810), Jervis v. Bruton (2 Vern 251, 
Co. Litt. 379 (4), Butl. note), MsLean v. McKay (L. R. 5 P. C. 
327, 334). And it is submitted that, generally, the principle 
laid down by Parxe, B., is correct; and where a proviso 
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THE LAND TRANSFER RULES, 
X. 


Part LIT. (continued).— Adaptation to incumbrances prior to regis. 
tration, and to sub-mortgages, of the provisions of the Act of 1875 with 
regard to charges.—Rules 118 to 123, which are made pursuant 
to section 22 (6) (c) of the Act of 1897, appear to be well devised 
for carrying out the objects in view. Thus where registration 
is made subject to incumbrances, those incumbrances when 
entered on the register will thereafter be dealt with as if they 
had been originally created by means of a registered charge, 
Where, however, the incumbrance is of such a nature that it 
cannot readily be given effect to by means of a registered 
charge, it is conceived that notice of the incumbrance in the 
case of an absolute title will be entered instead of registering it, 
and the incumbrance will continue to be dealt with off the 
register. The consent of the incumbrancer is requisite to its 
registration, and notice is to be given to the registered pro- 
prietor of the land of the application to register. Inasmuch as 
the registration of a proprietor with a possessory title does not 
affect incumbrances existing at the date of registration, not- 
withstanding no notice of them is entered on the register, it is 
apprehended that, as a general rule, such incumbrances will 
not be registered. The power for the registered proprietor of a 
charge to create a sub-charge (rules 121-3) which will entitle 
the sub-chargee to have a certificate, is new, and undoubtedly 
supplies a want. 

‘ansmissions of land and charges on death—The personal 
representative of a sole or sole surviving registered proprietor 
of land or a charge dying after 1897 is to be registered on pro- 
duction of probate or letters of administration. He is to be 
described as ‘‘ executor (or administrator) of , deceased,” 
and if an executrix or administratrix isa married woman that 
fact is to be stated. The last provision is probably due to the 
inability of a married woman trustee to pass the legal estate in 
freeholds except with the concurrence of her husband and by a 
deed acknowledged : Re Harkness and Allsopp (1896, 2 Oh. 358), 
This decision would not, we conceive, apply to registered land 
in any other case than that of an executrix so far as regards 
dispositions on the register, as a transferee for value would have 
no notice of a trust (Act of 1875, s. 83 (1), as amended). 

Personal representatives can transfer without being themselves 
registered (Act of 1897, s. 9 (6)), but the transfers cannot be 
registered until the personal representatives shew a title to be 
registered to the satisfaction of the registrar (rule 144). 

A form of assent to a devise by a personal representative is 
prescribed (First Schedule, Form 42). There may be a doubt 
whether a married woman executrix can assent without the 
concurrence of her husband. Two of the rules bear the number 
127, the second of them deals with registration when a settle- 
ment is created by the will of, or otherwise arises in consequence 
of, the death of a sole registered proprietor. The personal 
representative is at the proper time, with the consent of the 
tenant for life (if of full age), to deliver at the registry a 
written application for the registration of a proprietor with 
proper restrictions and inhibitions. ‘The proper time” would 
seem to be one year from the death (Act of 1897, s. 3 (2) ) or as 
soon thereafter as the estate is wound up. We conceive that no 
conveyance to uses need be executed by the personal repre- 
sentatives, as their assent to the registration of the tenant for 
life operates as an assent to the gifts in remainder: Stevenson v. 
Mayor of Liverpool (L. R.10 Q. B. 81). A tenancy by the 
curtesy would seem to be an instance of a settlement arising in 
consequence of the death of a registered proprietor. 

On the death of a tenant for life who is a registered proprietor, 
the Settled Land Act trustees are to apply for the registration 
of the next remainderman (Act of 1897, 6.6 (4)), They and 
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shifting property would be void as against the policy of law, 
whether for remoteness or otherwise, a contract tending to 
produce a like effect is equally void, and vice versd. An instance 
of this is afforded in the case of contracts and conditions ig 
eneral restraint of marriage: see Low v. Peers (Wilmot 364), 
aw Quarterly Review xii. 36, where the authorities are 
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their solicitor are to make a statutory declaration as to the state 
of the settlement, and as to the proper restrictions and inhibitions 
to be placed on the register, or that none are necessary (rule 
128). The registrar may require a certificate of counsel to 
support the declaration (rule 129). Where a declaration and 
certificate (if required) are produced, the registrar is not to 
require production of the settlement or any further evidence 
(rule 130). On thedeath of one of several joint proprietors, his 
name is to be withdrawn from the register on uction of a 
certificate of death or probate or letters of administration with 
evidence of identity by statutory declaration, or such other 
_ as the registrar may deem sufficient in each case (rule 
132). 

Bankruptcy. —The rules contain provisions for the registration 
of the official receiver or of the trustee in bankruptcy (rules 133 
to 135). A transferee for value from the bankrupt befure 
registration of the official receiver or the trustee will obtain a 
good title (Act of 1875, 8, 30). In the case of a company in 
liquidation, any resolution or order appointing a liquidator 
may be filed and referred to in the register (rule 136). 

Covenants for title——The covenants for title under the Con- 
veyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, may be introduced 
into instruments of transfer or charge (rule 139). Instruments 
of transfer and charge are, however, retained at the registry 
(rule 153), so that where an acknowledgment and undertaking 
as to title-deeds is given, it should be taken separately. It may 
be doubted whether the implied covenants for title will be held 
to extend to matters which are declared not to be incumbrances 
by section 18 of the Act of 1875. To avoid the doubt, the form 
of transfer should contain an express declaration that the 
covenants for title are to apply. 

Part IV.—Minor entries in the register —The Acts give no power 
for the registered proprietor, as such, to grant a lease by 
registered disposition or otherwise ; notice of a lease where the 
term is for life or lives or exceeds 21 years, or where the occu- 
pation is not in accordance with the lease, may be entered on the 
register and operates as an incumbrance (Act of 1875, s. 50). 
In cases where an intending lessee investigates the title of his 
lessor (¢ g., where a fine is taken), he will require, in the case of 
an absolute title, the title off the register to be shewn since the 
last registered transfer for value, and in the case of a possessory 
title, in addition to that required in the case of an absolute title, 
an abstract of title to rights and interests paramount to the fee 
simple conferred by first registration. We conceive that an 
instrument creating-a term to secure portions is a lease where 
the occupation is not in accordance therewith, so that notice of 
the term may be entered up. 

Provision is made as to notice of a lease (rules 157-8). The 
notice in the register is to refer to a filed copy of the lease and 
is to give the term, and may include such other short par- 
ticulars as may be conveniently entered. 

Where the lease confers a right of pre-emption, this is to be 
noted in the register ; as to whether such right of pre-emption or 
option to purchase must be limited in compliance with the rule 
against perpetuities, see ante, p. 628. Agreements for leases 
are on the same footing as leases (Act of 1875, 6. 50; rules 157- 
160). The original lease or agreement is to be marked with a 
note of the entry and is to be returned to the lessee. 








THE LATE MR. EDWARD LEE ROWCLIFFE. 


Mr. Epwarp LEE Rowc.iFF£, to whose sudden death we briefly re- 
ferred last week, was the second son of the late Mr. CHARLES Row- 
CLIFFE, J.P., of Stogumber, and afterwards of Milverton, Somerset, 
himself a solicitor. He was admitted in 1847, and after working for 
some years as a managing clerk at No. 1, Bedford-row with the firm 
of Gregorys, Faulkner, & Skirrow, in 1854 became a partner in the 
firm, the title of which then became Gregorys, Skirrow, & Rowcliffe, 
his younger and sole surviving brother, Mr. W1LL1AM RoWOCLIFFE, 
now the head of the firm of Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., becoming a 
partner in 1860 upon the death of Mr. Joun SwarRBECcK GREGORY, 
the then senior partner and the father of the late Mr. GzorcE 
Burrow GRreEGorY, so long M.P. for East Sussex. On the retire- 
ment of Mr. CHARLES SKIRROW in 1861, in order to take up his 
appointment of Solicitor to the Admiralty, the whole business 
devolved on the late Mr. G. B. Gregory, the late Mr. Rowc.irre, 
and his brother Mr, Wit1am Rowo.trr¢, until Mr. Rawce joined 





the firm in 1867. For many years Mr. Rowc.irre carried on the 
large Common Law business of the firm, and amongst several well- 
known cases in which he was concerned were the Wyndham Lunacy 
case, which lasted over thirty days; the litigation which arose out 
of the American Civil War, including the flight of The Alabama; the 
Alexandra case, which went to the House of Lords; the question of 
the seizure of the Rams under the F Eolietment Act, during 
the American Civil War; and the case of the Attorney-General v, 
Ryves, which involved a serious claim under the Legitimacy Declara- 
tion Act affecting the Crown. 

In 1864 Mr. RowcLiFFEe purchased the Hall-place Estate, near 
Cranleigh, in Surrey. This estate he gradually extended and im- 
proved till at the date of his death it consisted of upwards of 1,000 
acres, and the whole of this he farmed himself, taking a very keen 
interest in everything connected with agriculture. Besides being a 
member of the Royal Agricultural Society and the Bath and West of 
England Agricultural Society, he was a member of the local 
agricultural societies, at whose meetings and dinners he was a regular 
attendant and a ker whose remarks were always listened to with 
great interest. He was also a subscriber to all the local charities 
and institutions, and had, in fact, to preside at the annual 
dinner of the West Surrey Benefit Society on the 26th inst. At 
his own cost he erected two fountains, onein the village of Hascombe 
and one near the estate on the Guildford and Horsham road, which 
proved a great benefit to the neighbourhood. 

In politics Mr. RowcLtrrz was a Liberal, but after the Home 
Rule split became a Unionist. He was appointed a magistrate for 
Surrey in 1880, a deputy- lieutenant in 1895, and he served the office 
of high sheriff for that county for the year 1895-6. He was a 
member of the Surrey and Middlesex Society, the Union and Devon- 
shire clubs, the Surrey Magistrates and Guildford County Club, and 
was a parish councillor of his parish of Hascombe. He was a 
director of the Law Fire Insurance Society, the Legal and General 
Life Assurance Society, and the Liaw Reversionary Interest Society. 
He was also a member of the Incorporated Law Society and the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 

Mr. Rowc.irre was a staunch Churchman, and when at Hall- 
place was a regular attendant at Hascombe Church and a keen 
supporter of the rector. 

Mr. RowctiFre married in 1853 Caroline, daughter of the late 
Mr. Cares Batiey, of Lee Abbey, Lynton, North Devon, and her 
death, eighteen months ago, proved a severe shock to him. He left 
no family. Both at Hall-place and at his London house in Regent's 
Park Mr. and Mrs. Rowc.irre entertained a large circle of friends, 
by whom, as by his relatives, his loss will be greatly felt. 

Mr. RowciiFFE was buried on Thursday, the 7th inst., in the 
beautiful churchyard of Hascombe, Surrey, the side of his wife, 
the officiating clergy being the Archdeacon of i Canon Mus- 
GRAVE rector of the ro , and the Rev. Dr. MERRIMaN, 
rector of Freshwater, Isle of Wight. The funeral was attended b 
a vast concourse of people of all classes, including numerous friends 
from London; amongst those present, in addition to the mourners 
(who were the deceased’s only surviving brother Mr. WILLIAM Row- 
CLIFFE, his nephews Messrs. WILLIAM CHARLES, Epwarp Leg, and 
Henry Sxrrrow Rowcitrre, Mr, Rawie, General Sir Epwarp 
Wititams, K.C.1.E., and Mr. Henry ry being the High 
Sheriff of Surrey, Sir R. E. Wester, A.G., Q.C., M.P., and Miss 
WenssTeER, Sir Jonn WHITTAKER E 118, Bart., Sir Joun GOLDNEY, 
Mr. H. R. Granam, M.P., Mr. J. Heywoop Jounstoyz, M.P., 
Mr. Skewes Cox, M.P., Admiral Maciear, General STEWaRT, 
General Erskine, Mr. and Mrs. F. E. Eastwoop, Colonel WEsTon, 
Colonel Gupwin AusTEN, Captain Fisnzr Rowe, Captain HastTInes 
(Chief Constable), Mr. E. C. Heatzy, Mr. Cuapwyck HEatey, 
Q.C., Mr. T. T. MerHotp, Mr. CHarLtes Muscrave, Mr. G. F. 
Grecory, Mr. RoGER GreGcory, Mr. Joun Drxon, and many others, 
while many other friends were unable to attend. 





A correspondent, who has had the best means of judging of the 
late Mr. Rowciirre’s powers of work, has sent us the following 
observations: Mr. E. L. RowciirFE was a ‘master ” in every wey 
but a thoroughly good-hearted one. In his early days at Bedford- 
row the amount of work he got through was phenomenal. And he 
retained to the end this marvellous power of grasping and dealing 
with difficult and complicated matters in a very short space of time. 
Although he rarely left his own room when in the office, one always 
knew, without asking, whether be was there or not. If he was 
there, everything and everybody about him was going at the highest 

ible pressure. Everyore who came in contact with him felt 
Scand to do his utmost ; and you would rather do anything than fail 
in accomplishing what he expected to be done. He was thorougbly 
warm-hearted, and fully-appreciated good work from his staff, by 
whom he was very greatly esteemed. On the first day of last 
year, on his recovery from a severe illness, a basket of flowers was 
sent to him from the clerks at No. 1, Bedford-row, accompanied by 
a note containing their “respectful and earnest wishes for bis 
epredy recovery and for a bappy new year.” In reply Mr. Rows 


652 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 16, 1898. 








CLIFFE wrote: ‘‘ Words fail me to thank you for the very beautiful 
present you have sent me and for the feeling which dictated it, and 
the affectionate good wishes that accompanied it. I have been 
among you now over fifty years, and it is one of the greatest 

leasures of my life to recall the many mutual kindnesses which 

ave passed between us during that time, and I sincerely share the 
hope you so warmly express that we may yet be spared to one 
another for at least some years to come.” 








REVIEWS. 
INSURANCE, 


Tue Laws oF InsuRANCE: Fire, Lire, ACCIDENT, AND GUARANTEE. 
Empopyine CASES IN THE ENGuiIsu, Scorcu, IRIsH, AMERICAN, 
AND CANADIAN Courts. By James Biaas PorTER, Barrister-at- 
Law, assisted by WinuIAM Frecpen Crates, M.A., and THomas 
SHEPHERD LITTLE, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. THIRD EDITION. 
Stevens & Haynes. 


This book contains a statement, clear in form and concise in 
language, of the various classes of insurance other than marine 
insurance. Save in the case of life and accident insurance, indemnity 
is the principle which underlies the contract of insurance. This 
principle, which is explained in the first chapter, carries with it the 
result that if, after receiving payment from the insurer, the insured 
is reimbursed from another quarter, he must repay the insurer. In 
other words, he cannot use his policy so as to turn his Joss into a 
profit. Under Rayner v. Preston (18 Ch. D. 1) it seemed possible 
that the vendor of a house which is burnt down after the sale 
might be in this fortunate position, but Castellain v. Preston 
(11 Q. B. D. 380) quickly deprived him of his advantage 
and brought out the insurance office unhurt. The person who 
really required protection was the purchaser who had omitted 
to insure, As Mr. Porter points out in the chapter on fire policies 
aud assignments, the law on this point is not satisfactory. Notwith- 
standing the reasons adduced by James, L.J., in Rayner v. Preston, 





leased to one of the large Scotch companies whose southern terminus 

| is in England, the Scotch company paying the shareholders of the 
| English company dividends dependent on those of the Scotch 
‘company. ‘The principal office of the amalgamated companies is in 
Seotlan , and the secretary is resident there. A writ was issued, 
, the English solicitors of the companies undertaking to accept 
service. 

On subsequent instructions, however, they declined to act, and an 
ex-Solicitor-General advised that in order to proceed with the action 
the secretary of the companies must be served in England. This 
was impracticable, and my client was too poor to proceed in Scot- 
land. The result was, she was compelled to compromise the claim 
on terms much less favourable to her than there was every reason 
to expect she would have obtained at the hands of an — 
| jury. ; 

July 11. 





REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I have read with great interest the articles on the Land 
Transfer Rules which have appeared in your recent issues, but there 
is one important point to which I should like to invite attention— 
| viz., the assumption, prevailing throughout, and particularly in the 
| second article, that the statutory fee simple is not the legal estate, 
| This assumption seems to me incompatible with the rule, referred to 
| in the sixth article, that there cannot be two common law fees exist- 
ing in the same land. Moreover, it seems to me that an estate con- 

ferred by statute must be a legal estate, being one which, before the 
| Judicature Acts, would have been recognized by the common law 
| courts. For this reason I should contend that any legal estate exist- 
ing before registration becomes vested in the registered proprietor 
| even where he is a mortgagor who has executed a legal mortgage 
and is registered with a possessory title only, the mortgagee being 





| relegated to the position of a proprietor of a registered charge—viz., 


the possessor of a power only and not of an estate. This view seems 


‘to be confirmed by the fact that rule 97 specially provides for the 


the courts have declined to hold that the policy runs with the land. | case of a registered proprietor refusing to execute a transfer to the 


The French law, Mr. Porter says, is otherwise. There the policy is ' 
This rule | 


deemed to be accessory and to pass with the property. 


purchaser from the mortgagee—a provision which would be unneces- 
sary if the latter had the legal estate. Further confirmation is 


is the only one that affords proper protection to purchasers, for it is ae by the fact that a purchaser can be registered as proprietor 


usually impracticable for the purchaser to insure on his own behalf 
immediately the contract of purchase is made, The second chapter | 
deals with the important question of insurable interest. The | 
Life Assurance Act, 1774 (which Mr. Porter, notwithstanding its 
new title, still refers to as the Gambling Act) requires the existence 
of an insurable interest as the basis of a contract of insurance, but it 
was left for the courts to decide what an insurable interest might be. 
From this point the various m&tters incident to policies of insurance are 
taken up in detail and are succinctly dealt with. The chapter on lien 
refers to several cases of interest which have been decided of recent years 
asto the rights of persons who make payments for the purpose of main- 
taining policies. The rules on the subject were formulated by Fry, 
J., in Leslie v. French (31 W. R. 561, 23 Ch. D. 552), and his state- 
ment of the law appropriately forms an introduction to the chapter. 
The history of some of the earlier life insurance offices raised impor- 
tant questions on the doctrine of novation, and the chapter assigned 
to this subject is copiously illustrated from the decisions in the 
European and Albert arbitrations. The book is a useful and trust- 
wortby manual of insurarce law. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and the Workmen's Com- 
pensation Act, 1897 ; together with the Statutes affecting these Acts. 
Also the Rules of Procedure thereunder, and Forms. By ALFRED 
Henry Rveco, Q.C. Third Edition. Butterworth & Co. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
SERVICE OF PROCESS IN SCOTLAND, 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—With reference to your comments in the last issue of the 
Souicitors’ JOURNAL on the report of the Special Committee of the 
Incorporated Law Society on Legal Procedure, perhaps I may be 
allowed to mention a case of great hardship on an English litigant 
which recently came under my notice. 

A client of mine, an Englishwoman resident in England, while 
travelling on a local English railway, suffered serious injury through 
the negligence of the company, and I was instructed to bring an 
action for damages. The company was originally a purely English 


ithout taking a conveyance or transfer, and that no express power 
to lease is given to a registered proprietor. These facts are only 
defects on the supposition that registration does not vest the legal 
estate. 

I shall be glad to have this view confirmed by some other reader. 

Manchester, July 13. Jno. T, LINGARD. 

[See observations in ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J. ] 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Adverting to the letter of Mr. C. H. Morton in your issue 
of the 9th instant, and particularly to the third paragraph thereof, I 
still submit that the practical effect of the Council’s openly nominating 
candidates is to render the Council co-optative. 

Whilst making full allowance for what Mr. Morton says, it is 
apparent the effect must be asI say, because it must necessarily 
follow under such a system that the chances of success of members of 
the society who are desirous of having a seat on the Council, but who 
are unable to secure the support of the Council, are very seriously 
prejudiced by that fact alone, besides having the whole strength of 
the Council opposed to them. 

The fewness of the independent candidates who present themselves 
for election seems to confirm my view that it requires more than 
ordinary courage on the part of would-be candidates to present them- 
selves to the electorate without the official stamp of approval. 

July 13. M.A. Oxon. 





The Albany Law Journal gives the following incident which occurred 
during the examination of a witness: ‘* Were you in the house?*’ asked 
Ascistant United States Attorney Harry Bone in court at Topeka of an old 
fellow who was on the witness stand in a criminal case from the Fort 
Kiley military reservation. ‘‘I were,’’ responded the witness. ‘* Were 
you in the room where these prisoners were dividing the stolen goods?” 
**No, I were in the other room.’’ ‘‘ What were you doing in the other 
room?” ‘* Well, I was tol’ably busy.” ‘‘Mr. Martin, that is not an 
answer to my question. I want you to tell the court exactly at what you 
were busy.”’ *‘ Well you see, mister, Iam subject to them ’ar epilemtic 
fits, and I were in thar havin’ one.’’ And then Judge Foster rapped 
sharply to bring the court-room to order and remarked on the side: ‘‘I 





one, and the railway is wholly situate in England. It was afterwards 


“ge think having fits was about the busiest work any man could engage 
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case of Baines v. Bromley (29 W. R. 245, 6 Q. B. D. 197), we are unable 

CASES OF THE WEEK. to ose any condias te peinsigis Between Shem if attention is paid to the 

ints really decided by them. There is no decision that a who 

Court of Appeal. © pay ot to seguir I Gunes Genet Gp. eee. aon ww on his 

Re CALCOTT AND ELVIN’S CONTRACT. No.2. 11th July. pe sap Seng ans they? ope yt med et geht og 
Bayxrurtcy—Orper or Apsvupication—Mrppiesex Reowtry—Dexp on | In Baines v. Bromley and in Shrapnel v. Laing (ubi supra) the late Master o 
‘Toceusanpeedtuseumens-sihemetin Reorsrry Act (7 ANNE c. 20)— | the Rolls expressed his opinion that costs common to both claim and 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52) ss. 20, 54 (4), anv 121. counter-claim skould be ap , and he even the 


This appeal raised the question whethsr an order whereby a man has 
been adjudicated a bankrupt under section 20 and 121 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, falls within the words ‘‘ deed or conveyance”’ in the first section 
of the Middlesex Registration Act so as to require registration in the 
Middlesex my yd in order to perfect the official receiver’s title to land of 
the bankrupt in Middlesex. Under an indenture of the 7th of February, 
1881, certain leasehold properties in Maida Vale, London, were demised 
to Michael Death for forty-one years. By two indentures of mortgage 
dated respectively the 4th of September, 1894, and the 25th of December, 
1894, the said Michael Death mortgaged the said premises to Calcott tosecure 
moneys advanced by Calcott. These mortgages were respectively duly 

istered in the Middlesex Land stry on the 10th of October, 1894, 
and the 29th of December, 1894. Michael Death made default and Cal- 
cott entered into possession of the mortgaged property, and, in exercise of 
the power of sale conferred upon him by the said mortgages, on the 16th 
of November, 1897, contracted to sell the premises to Elvin. Just prior 
to completion of such sale Elvin, the purchaser, ascertained that Michael 
Death was and had been since 1887 an undischarged bankrupt, having 


-been adjudicated bankrupt by an order dated the 28th of yong —_ 
e 29t 


made under section 20 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and that on 

of January, 1887, an order had been made under section 121 of the same 
Act for the summary administration of his estate. By virtue of thore 
orders the official receiver became Michael Death’s trustee in bankruptcy. 
The official receiver had registered no memorial of his title to the said 
premises. In view ofthe above facts the purchaser refused to complete 
his contract. The vendor insisted that the official receiver not having 
registered his title, had no title as against the vendor’s registered mort- 
gages, and this summons was issued by the vendor asking for a declaration 
that notwithstanding Michael Death’s bankruptcy in 1887 the vendor as 
mortgagee had a good title to the Property. he summons was ed 
before Kekewich, J., on the 31st of March, 1898, when his lordship 
delivered his judgment and held that the title of the vendor was good by 
virtue of his registration, and was prior to the official receiver’s, as he had 
not registered his title. The case is reported in 46 W. R. 457. The 
purchager appealed from that decision. 

Tue Court (Linpizy, M.R., and Currry and Conus, L.JJ.) allowed 
the — and held that the order of adjudication in bankruptcy was nét 
adeed or conveyance within the statute 7 Anne c. 20, and therefore did 
not require registration ; that the official receiver’s title was prior to that 
of Calcott, and that Calcott had therefore no title to the property in 
question.—Counset, Rowden and Carrington; Warrington, Q.C., and Muir 
Mackenzie ; Ingle Joyce. Sowtcrtors, Percy C. Ray; G. L. B. Caleott ; Solici- 
tor to the Board of Trade. 


[Reported by Wa. Scorr Tuompsoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ATLAS METAL CO. v. MILLER AND OTHERS. No.2. 30th June, and 
Ist and 7th July. 


Practice—Costa—Taxation — CounTER-CLAIM — PLAIntTI¥F ORDERED TO 
Pay Gengrat Costs or Action, Derenpant To Pay Costs or CounTER- 
cLaimM—Costs or CounTER-cLAIM, WHat ARE—CostTs OccASIONED BY THE 
CounTER-CLAIM—GENERAL Costs oF ACTION, WHETHER TO BE APPOR- 
110NED. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from a decision of Channell, J., 
at chambers, affirming the decision of the taxing-master, who had appor- 
tioned certain costs of the action between the plaintiff and the 
defendants. The care was argued on thé 30th of June and the Ist of 
July, 1898, and judgment was delivered on the 7th of July. 

Tue Court (Linpizy, M.R., and Cuirry, L.J.) allowed the appeal, 
and remitted the matter to the taxing-master that he might review his 
taxation. 

The judgment of the court was read as follows by 

LiypvLey, M.R.—In the action the plaintiff sought to recover oo 
from the defendants for a libel by the defendants on the plaintiff. The 
defendants defended the action, and by a counter-claim sougbt to 
recover damages for a libel on themselves by the plaintiff. The action 
was tried with a jury, who found a verdict for the defendants on the 
claim and for the plaintiff on the counter-claim, and judgment was 
entered accordingly for the defendants on the claim with costs, and for 
the plaintiff on the counter-claim with costs. The costs bave been 
taxed, ard the taxing-master, following what he understood to be the 
rule laid down in Shrapnel vy. Laing (36 W. R. 297, 20 Q. B. D. 334), has 
apportioned some of the costs of the action between the plaintiff and 
defendants. The defendants complain of this, and contend that none of 
the costs of the action ought to be thrown on them. Channell, J., at 
chambers, upheld the master’s decision, and the defendants have appealed 
to this court. The defendants rely on Saner v. Bilton, No. 2 (27 W. R. 
472, 11Ch. D. 416), which was approved and followed by the Court of Appeal 
in Mason v. Brentini (29 W. R. 126, 15 Ch. D. 287) and Re Brown, Ward v. 
Morse (31 W. R. 936, 23 Ch. D. 377), and still more recently in the un- 
reported case of Russell v. Russell (19th of January, 1898), which was an 
appeal from the Divorce Court. Having carefully studied these cases 
and —e them with Shrapnel v. Laing (ubi supra), Hewitt v, Blumer 
(3 Times L. R. 221), Finska v. Brown (W. N., 1891, p. 116), and the earlier 





portioned 

costs of the writ might be so dealt with (eee 20 Q. B. D. 339) 
the defendant got the benefit of his counter-claim by means of the writ 
issued by the plaintiff. But Lord Esher was to add that it was 
unnecessary to decide such questions, as they did not arise. We will 
make another yr 0 tion before examining the decisions 
more closely, e bave not to consider how an order should be drawn 
up so as to give the general costs of an action in which there is a claim 
and a counter-claim to that party who recovers more than is recovered 
from him. It is unnecessary to consider such cases as Lowe v. Holme (31 
W. R. 400, 10 Q. B. D. 286) and Lund v. Campbell (833 W. R. 510, 14 
Q. B. D. 821). In such cases the judge who tries the action without a 
jury has greater power over the costs than a judge who tries an action 
with a jury. In the present case judgment has been pronounced ani 
drawn up, and all we have to do is to construe and give effect to it. 
Whether an action is brought in one division of the High 
Court or another, whether it has tried with a jury or without a jury, 
the construction and legal consequences of the judgment when drawn up 
must in principle be the same, although the costs to be taxed may be 
different in the one case from thore in the other. Now let was take the 
judgment in this particular case. There were some separate orders as to 
costs, but it is unnecessary to refer to them. By the j t as drawn 
up, the plaintiff has to pay the defendants the cos's of the action; not 
some of them or some portion of them, but all of them. There are no 
separate issues in the action the costs of which have to be borne by the 
defendants. In considering what are costs of the action, the counter-claim, 
as distinguished from the defence, ought to be ed. The costs of 
the action My to be taxed asif there were no counter-claim. Whether 
both parties fail (as in Saner v. Bilton, Mason v. Brentini, and Russell v. 
Russell, whi supra), or whether both succeed (as in Baines v. Bromley, Ward 
v. Morse, Shrapnel v. Laing, and Hewitt v. Blumer, ubi supra), or whether 
one fails and the other succeeds, can in ple make no difference. 
This was pointed out and decided in Ward v. Morse (ubi supra); and 
Baines v. Bromley and Shrapnel v. Laing (ubi supra) in no way conflict with 
that decision. In Baines v. Bromley the defendant recovered on his 
counter-claim more than the plaintiff recovered on his claim, but the order 
gave the plaintiff the costs of the action and he was held entitled to them 
accordingly. No question of apportionment was raised or decided, 
although Lord Esher, in his judgment, stated what, in his opinion, gnght 
to be done as regards costs common to both claim and counter-claim. 

Shrapnel v. Laing and Hewett v. Blumer (ubi supra) were precisely similar 
cases, and are open to precisely similar observations. In Finska v. Brown 
(wbi supra) the plaintiff recovered on his claim more than the defendant 
recovered on his counter-claim. The plaintiff got the costs of the action, 
but he had to pay the costs of the counter-claim. He t to escape 
from the foregoing rule and wanted the whole costs of the litigation ; but 
the Court of Appeal, following Shrapnel v. Laing (ubi supra), decided 
—- him. 1 the authorities 80 far—i.¢., they all decide that a 
plaintiff who is to pay or be eal Ue oiets of his action is to pay or be 
paid the whole of such costs as if there were no counter-claim. Next, 
as to the counter-claim. The defendant has to pay the costs of this, 

aud the counter-claim is to be treated as an independent cause o! 

action, and, to use Lord Esher’s words, as if the claim did not exist 
(20 Q. B. D. 338). This last ex tion, however, is calculated to 
mislead if not explained and properly understood. What are costs of a 
counter-claim ? The answer must be, the costs occasioned by it. No 
costs not incurred by reason of the counter-claim can be costs of the 
counter-claim. The fact that if there had been no action the costs of the 
counter-claim would have been larger, because the defendant would then 
have had to issue a writ and take other proceedings, does not make costs 
not incurred costs incurred; and in considering what the costs of a 
counter-claim really have been in any particular case the costs savéd by 
not bringing a cross-action cannot be treated as costs incurred. The 
introduction of counter-claims has given litigants advantages in this 
respect. Counter-claime, although cross-actions for all purposes of pro- 
cedure and evidence, cost less than actions, and the party who has to pay 
the costs of a counter-claim gets the benefit of the cheaper procedure, 
To include in the costs of a counter-claim any costs not occasioned by its 
being a counter-claim, but saved by its being what it is, appears to us 
wrong in p= and opposed to Saner v. Bilton and Ward vy, Mors 
(ubi supra). If Lord Esher really meant to express a contrary opinion we 
cannot agree with him. We are eatisfied that there is no decision to that 
effect. But, as pointed out by Lord Esher, there may be cotts brought 
in for taxation which have been incurred —_ in support of, or in 
opposition to, a defence, and partly in support of, or in opposition to, a 
counter-claim—e.g., where there is a defence of set-off equal to the 
laintiff’s demand, and a counter-claim for more than the plaintiff's 
emand. In such cases the taxing-master must apportion the costs as 
best he can, and fix the amount icable to the defence and the amount 
applicable to the counter-claim. here there are no separate iss 
requiring special treatment the costs of the defence will be costs of t! 
action ; the costs attributed to the counter-claim will be costs of the 
counter-claim. Costs common to both defence and counter-claim must 
necessarily be dealt with in this way, But to do this is very different 





ery 
from apportioning what are properly costs of the action, and ugh 
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costs when ascertained must be paid by the party ordered to pay them. 
They cannot have been increased by the counter-claim, and no part of 
them can be properly regarded as costs of the counter-claim. In the 
present case the master has lost eight of those principles, and has appor- 
tioned some costs which are properly costs of the action, and has thrown 
some part of them on the defendants. In other instances he has tried to 
bring about a fair apportionment by equalizing the amounts allowed to 
each y, £0 as to set one off against the other. The result is that the 
defendazts receive less than they ought in respect of the costs of the 
action, and pay more than they ought in respect of the costs of the 
counter-claim. The case must therefore go back to the master in order 
that he may review his taxation in accordance with the principles above 
explained, which are in accordance with all the previous decisions when 
carefully examined. The costs of this application, both here and below, 
will be reserved until we know the result of the taxation.—Covunset, 
Bousfield, Q.C., R. M. Bray, Q.C., and Crane; Eldridge. Soxicrrors, 
Indermaur § Brown ; Sugden §& Harford. 





with regard to them.’’ exceptional circumstances specially 
affecting the administration of the trust.’”’ (2) ‘‘An affidavit by the 
applicant verifying the statement shall be sufficient prima fucie evidence 
of the particulars contained in the statement.”’ 

Kexewrcu, J., said that the power of appointing a judicial trustee 
given to the court by the Judicial Trustees Act, was by the express 
terms of section 1, sub-section (1), of the Act entirely a discretionary 
power, and that under the circumstances, in the absence of misconduct on 
the part of the executrix, and the executrix being unwilling that a 
judicial trustee should be appointed, he did not think that a judicial 
trustee should be forced on her against her wish. As, however, in the 
—— case the main portion of the trust had to be executed after the 

eath of the tenant for life, the sole executrix, and improper securities 
had to be realized and re-invested, his lordship directed that the sum. 
mons should be amended by making the application ‘‘in the matter of 
the Trustee Act, 1893,’ and that a trustee should be appointed under 
that Act to act with the widow, and ordered that the matter should be 
accordingly remitted to chambers with an instruction that if Mrs. Rat- 


(i) An 





[Reported by R. C. Mackryziz, Barrister. at-Law. } 


| cliff nominated a proper person to be trustee, such nominee should be 

accepted. His lordship also directed that the costs of all parties as 
| between solicitor and client should be paid out of the estate.—Counsai, 
| §. O. Buckmaster ; Warrington, Q.C., and J. @. Wood. Soxicrrors, Merriman, 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
8 y White, § Thompson; Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, § Michelmore, for Toone ¢ 


Re RATCLIFF. Kekewich, J. 6th July. 


Trvustss—JvupiciaL Trustss—Sore Executor — Trust — ReversionER— 
AppLicatIon ny Benericiany ror APPOINTMENT or JupDICIAL TRUSTEE 
—AppoinTmenT By Covrt—JupiciaL Trustees Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. 
c. 35), ss. 1 anv 4; Ruies 1897, 2 ann 4. 


Robert Ratcliff by his will dated the 11th of June, 1891, gave and 
bequeathed all his property, real and personal, to his wife Hannah Jane 
Ratcliff, and appointed her sole executrix of his will; and after directing 
payment of various legacies after her death, he appointed Joseph Nixon 
** residuary legatee after all the legacies are paid after my wife’s death.”’ 
He did not appoint any trustees of his will, which contained neither any 
power for the oe of trustees nor any investment clause. The 
testator died, and his will was proved by his widow on the 12th of 
November, 1897. On the 9th of May, 1898, Joseph Nixon, ‘‘ the 
residuary legatee,’’ took out the present originating summons, as a 
beneficiary, under «ction 1, sub-section (1), of the Judicial Trustees Act, 
1896, against Mrs. Ratcliff, the widow and role executrix of Robert 

- Ratcliff, asking that a certain gentleman—a solicitor, or some other fit 
and proper person or company, might be appointed a judicial trustee of 
testator’s will either jointly with Mrs. Ratcliff or, in the alternative, as 
sole trustee. The summons was supported by a written statement (1897 
Rules, r. 4) verified by an affidavit (rule 4 (2)) filed by the applicant 
under the ** Rules under the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896,’’ made in 1897 
in accordance with eection 4 of that Act. It appeared from this state- 
ment that the testator’s property amounted in value to between £28,000 
and £29,000, of which £2,500, approximately, was represented by real 
estate, the balance of about £26,000 being personal estate. The greater 
part of the personal estate was at the present time invested in, or repre- 
sented by, securities of such a description as is not authorized as a proper 
investment for trust funds. The legacies given by the will, which 
included one of £1,000 to the applicant, amounted in all to about £9,000, 
and the applicant claimed to be entitled absolutely, subject to the life 
interest of Mrs. Ratcliff, to the whole of the balance of the property of 
the testator, though, owing to the informal nature of the will, some 
question might be raised with regard to the real estate. Mrs. Ratcliff 
‘was ubout seventy-two years of age, and it was alleged as a ground for 
the present application that, owing to her advanced age, she was unable 
to attend properly to the management of so large an estate, of which 
the was tenaut for life, and as sole executrix had entire control. It was 
alleged, moreover, that her interest as tenant for life conflicted with that 
of the applicant as remainderman, inasmuch as she would, as was the 
fact, naturally desire the property to remain in its present state of 
investment at a high rate of interest, whereas the remainderman desired 
it to be invested in securities in which the corpus would be securely 
preserved, and, though the slightest reflection on the honesty of the 
tenant for life was expressly disclaimed, it was submitted that the present 
state of affairs was undesirable. The applicant also alleged as 
**exceptional circumstances specially affecting the administration of the 
trust ’’ (1897 Rules, r. 4 (i) ) that without the authority of the court no 
trustees of the testator’s property could be appointed ; that the testator’s 
will was informal throughout, and it was almost certain that questions 
would arise as to its proper construction, on which the opinion and 
decision of the court would have to be obtained. The applicant was 
willing that the judicial trustee, if appointed, should be remunerated out 
of the corpus of the property. The application was opposed by the | 
widow. Section 1 of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, provides (sub- 
section (11)) that, “‘ where application is made to the court by or on 
bebalf cf a trustee or beneficiary, the court may, in its discre- 

tion, appoint a person (in this Act called a judicial trustee) to be a trustee, 

. . . @ither jointly with any other person, or a sole trustee . . .” 

Section (4) provides (1) that ‘‘ rules may be made for carrying into effect 

this Act”; and (2) as to how such rules may be made. The ‘‘ Rules 

under the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896,’’ made in 1897 provide: Rule 2. 

** An application to the court to appoint a judicial trustee shall be in the | 

Chancery Division, and (a) if not made in a pending cause or matter, 

shall be made by originating summons.’”’ Rule 4 (1) **‘ Where an appli- 
cation is made for the appointment of a judicial trustee by originating 
summons, the app’icant must, when he takes out the summons, supply 
for the use of the court a written statement containing the Selloutiag 
particulars ” (as thereinafter set out) ‘‘ so far as he can gain information 





Bartlett, Loughborough. 
{Reported by C. C. Hensuey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


STRANGWAYS ». READ. Romer, J, 8th July. 


Lunacy —Commrrrez or Perrson—Lianitiry to Account—ALLOWANCE 
Par QvaRTERLY In Apvance—Deatu or Lunatic nerore Expiration 
OF QUARTER. 


The question raised in this action was whether a quarter’s payment in 
advance to the committees of a lunatic’s person in respect of a fixed annual 
allowance ordered for her maintenance was apportionable on the death of 
the lunatic before the expiration of the quarter for which the advance was 
made, co that her legal representatives became entitled to have a proportion- 
ate part of the amount sopaid handed over to them by the committees of the 
person. By an order in lunacy dated the 24th of March, 1896, Isabella 
R. Read and the defendant, Constance R. Read, were appointed com- 
mittees of the person and the official solicitor was appointed committee of 
the estate of Mrs. P., widow, a certified lunatic, and there was allowed 
for her maintenance £2,500 per annum from the 29th of January, 1896, 
The said order provided (inter alia) that the said defendant as one of the 
committees of the person should be at liberty to reside with the lunatic 
and to retain for her use her leasehold residence and stables in London 
together with her furniture, horses, carriages, and other effects there, 
and the said defendant resided there accordingly until the death of the 
lunatic. After the date of the said order the committee of the estate J ex 
to the committees of the person, out of the estate of the lunatic, the allow- 
ance of £2,500 per annum for her maintenance by equal quarterly pay- 
ments, each payment being made in advance, and it was not disputed 
that the lunatic was always properly maintained until she died. On the 
26th of October, 1896, the sum of £625 in respect of the said maintenance 
allowance for the quarter ending the 29th of January, 1897, was paid to 
the committees ot the person. On the llth of November, 1896, the 
lunatic died. The plaintiffs, who were the executors of her will, claimed 
a declaration that the defendant, Constance R. Read, and the estate of 
the said Isabella R. Read, who died in May, 1897, were jointly and 
severally liable to repay to the estate of the lunatic the proportionate 
part for the period subsequent to her death of the quarter’s allowance of 
£625 paid to them for her maintenance, or in the alternative to repay the 
£625, Jess any sums properly paid for the lunatic’s maintenance between 
the 29th of October, 1896, and her death, with an inquiry in the latter 
alternative as to such sums, and payment in either alternative of any 
amount found due to the plaintiffs. For the defendants it was contended 
that, the lunatic having been properly maintained, they could not be 
ordered to repay any 
person being entitled under the scheme of the above-mentioned order to 
retain any savings thereout for their own benefit: see Re Ponsonby (3 
Dru. & War. 27, 31, 2 Connor & L. 30, 32), Grosvenor v. Drax (2 
Knapp 82). 

Romer, J., eaid that opts was a novel one and of some difficulty, 
but he thought the plaintiffs were entitled to something. The sum fixed 
by the order in lunacy was clearly fixed with reference to the whole year, 
and not toa quarter or any other portion of a year. It was arranged 
between the committee of the estate and the committees of the person 
that payments on account should be made in advance, and that was a 
reasonable arrangement on the footing that the lunatic should be main- 
tained for the whole year. But the lunatic was only maintained for nine 
months, and yet the committees of the person were claiming a whole 
year’s allowance. The payments by the committee of the estate were not 
made on that footing. ‘The lunatic’s executors were therefore entitled to 
recover such part as could not be said to have been properly expended by 
them in her maintenance, regard being had to the provisious of the order 
in lunacy. His lordship thought that Grosvenor v. Drax was sufficiently 
dealt with by Cairns, L.J., in Re French (16 W. R. 657, L. R. 3 Ch. 317), 
and the observations of Lord St. Leonards in Re Ponsonby must be con- 
sidered to be made with regard to the ordinary case where the lunatic 
was properly maintained fur the whole year. One of the committees of 
the person had died, but the money was paid to both, and they were both 
accountable in equity.—Counsrt, Neville, Q.C, and R. J. Parker ; Far- 
well, Q.C., and 8. Dickinson ; E. F. Buckley. Souscrrors, Hickin, Smith, ¢ 


Capel Cure ; Longbourne, Stevens, § Co. 
(Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.)} 
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FELIX HADLEY & CO. (LIM.) v. FELIX HADLEY. Byrne, J. 
11th July. 


Cuseve—Satz or Bustness, anp “att Boox anp Orusr Dents Anp 
yuiL Benerst or ALL Securitigs ror such Dsgsts’’—Cuzque Un- 
cASHED AT Dats or Sate—ConprrionaL Payment. 


This was an action for damages and an account in respect of a sale of 
property by the defendant to the plaintiff, but only one point calls for a 
The plaintiffs claimed that a sum of £1,092 Te. 10d. was due to 
them in respect of an agreement for sale of the business, goodwill, stock- 
in-trade, ‘‘and all book and other debts due to the vendor in connection 
with the said business and all securities for such debts.’’ The defendant 
had under the agreement sold the business, debts, &c., to the defendants 
as existing on the 3let of December, 1887. Before that date the defen- 
dant bad received a cheque on account of a business debt, but bad not 
cashed it until after the date of the sale. It was contended on behalf of 
the plaintiffs that as the cheque had not been cashed the debt in respect 
of which it had been paid passed to them under the agreement, and 
that the cheque woald also pass as a security. 

Braye, J., held that the cheque did not pass under the agreement. 
The cheque could not be regarded as a security for a debt that was trans- 
ferred, for the securities mentioned in the agreement were securities 
which were held in t of unpaid debts. It was not intended that 
debts which hed been paid conditionally or unconditionally should pass to 
the defendants, and this debt had been paid conditionally. The agree- 
ment between the defendant and his debtor practically was that the 
yment of the debt, until the condition 
was rendered void by the bank’s dishonouring the cheque. As a matter 
of fact the bank had honoured the cheque, the condition had been 
fulfilled, and the payment dated from the day on which the cheque had 
been received.—CounseL, Astbury, Q.C., and Kirby; Eve, QC., and 
Ingpen. Soxicrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; Burton, Yeates, § Hart. 


{Reported by J. Anruvur Paice, Barrister-at-Law.} 


LUND v. LIVERPOOL SCHOOL FOR INDIGENT BLIND. Byrne, J. 2nd 
July. 


Income Tax—Satary Payanie Wirnour Depvucrion on ABATEMENT FOR 
Taxes aT A Time wHen Income Tax not PavantE—Ricut to Dspvcr 
Incomz Tax (5 & 6 Vict. c. 35), Scueputz E, Ruts 1 ann 6. 


This was a summons to determine the liability of the trustees of a certain 
charity to pay income tax in respect of the salary of a chaplain. The 
charity was incorporated under a special Act, 10 Geo. 4, c. 15, and by 
section 26 the wardens or trustees were to pay the chaplain a sum of not 
less than £300 or more than £500 a year without deduction or abatement 
for taxes. At this date the income tax was not payable, but it was after- 
wards reimpored by 5 & 6 Vict.c. 35. The present chaplain was ap- 
pointed in 1884,“and had received up to the present date a any of £500, 
out of which he had himself re income tax for several years. He now 
claimed the ealary in full, and that the wardens should pay income tax. 

Byrng, J., held that the wardens were bound to deduct the tax.— 
OounseL, Hughes, Q.C., and Sampson ; Eve, Q.C., and Deacon. Soxtcrrors, 
Stone, Fletcher, Hall, § Stone. 

{Reported by J. Antiuvr Price, Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE SOUTHWARK AND VAUXHALL WATER CO. ». THE WANDSWORTH 
DISTRICT BOARD OF WORKS. Kekewich, J. 8th July. 


InguncTtion — Damaces — Pustic Bopy—Srarvrory Powrrs — DamacE 
PROBABLE FROM Exercise or Statutory Powsgrs — “ Quia Timer’? — 
Discretion. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs asking that an interlocutory injunc- 
tion might be granted to restrain the defendants from lowering their 
sireets and footways in their district whereunder the plaintiffs’ pipes and 
mains were laid in any manner which would leave such pipes or mains 
without a sufficient covering of soil or other material to protect them from 
injury, whether by the passing of traffic, the effect of frost, or otherwise, 
unless the defendants should first alter the position of the said pipes and 
mains by placing them at a depth below tae proposed new surface of such 
streets or footways not being less than the depth at which the same were 
then below the present surface of such streets or footways. The defendants, 
according to the evidence, intended to lower some of their roads in such a 
manner as would bring the plaintiffs’ pipes within a few inches of tke 
murface, and the plaintiffs contended that this would render their pipes 
much more liable to damage from frost, traffic, &c., than they were 
at their present depths; and that, if their pipes had to be lowered 
in order to escape such liability to damage, the defendants were 
bound to so lower them. In support of their contention they 
teferred to ‘‘ The Metropolis Local Management Act, 1853,” s. 98 (under 
which a district board is empowered to pave and repair streets), the 
material portion of which is as follows: ‘‘ And to cause the ground or 
wil thereof to be raised or lowered, and to alter the position of any mains 
orpipes in or under any such street, such alteration to be made subject 
tothe approval of the engineer of the company to which such mains or 
pipes belong.”’ Accordingly they urged that if the defendants exercised 
their powers as to altering the surface of the street, they were bound to 
also exercise their power as to altering the position of the mains, and 
might not in the exercise of their powers damage the plaintiffs: Geddis ¥. 
Proprietors of the Bann Resevoir (3 App. Cas. 430). All they were desirous 
of was to be placed in the same state of | as they had been 
hitherto—that is to say, that the defendants should sec that their pipes 

er 


Were relaid at the same depth as before. The defendants, on the o' 
hand, contended that the motion was entirely wro 
uder an obligation to look after the safety of the pu 
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» and that they. 





were statutory rights, and had been of no 
negligence under the Act. Then, also, they had done no ; the 
plaintiffs their pipes under the road, as they were en to 
do, and the defendants lowered the surface of the road, as they were 
entitled to do. They had not even the plaintiffs’ pipes, and until 
the plaintiffs had suffered they (the defendants) were 
not liable. Moreover it had been 


bodies acting strictly under their statutory 
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acting: Bolton v. Crowther (2 Barn. & ) 
Kexewicn, J., said that no doabt it 
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sense true, but the court had a wide discretion as to granting an 
injunction, and here his lordship thought it was the best course to check 
the risk of mischief at the outset and to grant an injunction. The form 
of injunction proposed by the — went too far, and the proper form 
would be to restrain the defendants, &c., from altering the position of the 
plaintiffs’ mains and pipes so as to place them in a position where they 
would be more to damage from frost, &c., they were at 
pees — fee, T. R. Warrington, Q.C., and F. Gore-Browne; W. 

haw, Q.C., and C. Lyttelton Chubb. Sorscrrons, Lanfear, Tanner, § 
Lanfear ; W. W. Young $ Son. 


(Reported by C. C, Hanstey, Barrister-at-Law, | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


KENNAIRD (Appellant) v. CORY & SON (Respondents). Div. Court. 
2nd July. 


Surprrinc—Tuames Navication—Sreampoat Towrne Barces on River 
Necesstry or Having Waterman on Boarp Streamsoat—Bye-Law— 
VaLipity—WatTERMEN’s AND LicuTERMEN’s Amenpment Act, 1859, s. 


Case stated by Mr. Baggallay, police magistrate for the borough of 
West Ham. A summons was issued, tipon the information of the - 
lant, against the respondents, that the steamboat Rotifer, of 
the res ents were the owners, on the 6th of December, 1897, on the 
River Thames, in the borough of West Ham, unlawfully towed a barge 
without —_— . yn 5 waterman on a such omg Se the 
purpose o sting e management and na’ m of the same, 
contrary to bye-law 60 made under the Watermen’s and Lightermen's 
Amendment Act, 1859. Upon the hearing of the summons the magistrate 
found the following facts—namely, that steamboat did on the 6th of 
December, 1897, on the Thames off Silvertown, tow and navigate ope 
barge without having on board euch steamboat a licensed waterman to 
assist in the management and navigation thereof. Bye-law 60 is as 
follows: ‘‘That every steamboat nav on the river within the 
limits of this Act in the towing of barges, lighters, vessels, and craft sball 
have one licensed waterman on board such steamboat for the of 
assisting in the management and navigation thereof. And if any such 
stcamboat shall be navigated in contravention of this section the owner 
thereof, or the master in charge of the same, shall incur a penalty not 
exceeding 40°., and that every barge, lighter, or craft towed on the river 
by steambdat shall have one licensed > arenledag or licensed apprentice 
at the least, in charge thereof, to steer and navigate the rame ’’—with a 
like penalty. This bye-law was made under section 80 of the Act, which 
provided: ‘‘The eaid court of master wardens and assistants are hereby 
empowered from time to time to make such bye-laws as they think propr 
for the government of the said company, and for the government and 
regulation of lightermen and watermen, and for carrying into effect the 
purpores of this Act, and the several powers and authorities hereby vested 
in the said company, with power to annex reasonable penalties and 
forfeitures for the breach of such bye-laws respectively, not me 
the sum of £5 for any one offence, so that the same bye-laws be ne 
inconsistent with any of the laws of this kingdom, or with this Act, or 
with any of the bye-laws, rules, orders, or regulations made or to be 
made by the Conservators of the River Thames,” &c. It was contended 
by the respondents (1) that the bye-law was «lira vires and not within 
the scope of section 80 of the Act; (2) that the bye-law was inconsistent 
with the Act, as in section 66 there isa proviso that no penalty should 
be ie if the owner proves to the eatisfaction of the magistrate that 
he is unable for the usual compenration to obtain the eervices of any such 
tas th or apprentice, but in bye-law 60 there is no similar proviso ; 
(3) that the bye-law was unreasonable, as imposing uo corresponding 
obligation on the watermen to work on a steam-tug.” The —— 
dismisced the summons on the grouiid that, looking at the ge 8CO 
of the Act and the interpretation given by section 3 to the word ‘' water- 
men,” bye-law 60 was ultra vires 60 far as the information was concerned. 
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The question now was whether the magistrate was right in law in holding 
the bye-law to be ultra vires. Cur. adv. vult. 
Tue Court (Wiis and Kennzpy, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
The ig per of the court was read by 
Wuts, J.—The bye-law was one made by the Master Wardens and 
Commonalty of the Watermen and Lightermen of the River Thames 
under section 80 of their Act of 1859 (22 & 23 Vict. c. cxxxiii. 
s. 2). That section provides that they could make bye-laws “for 
the government of the company, and for the government and regulation 
of lightermen and watermen, and for carrying into effect the purposes 
of this Act, and the several powers and authorities hereby vested in 
the company.’”’ The bye-law in question was the 60th. [His lordship 
read the oop a The word “‘ vessel ’’ in this bye-law must be read as 
vessel of the like kind with barge or lighter. The only craft which the 
Act of 1859 dealt with, excepting passenger .boats, were lighters, barges, 
and kindred craft, and when vessel was introduced it referred to vessels of 
the like kind with lighters and barges, and not to vessels of all sorts. It 
was fair therefore in favour of the bye-law, to give it the same meaning in 
the bye-law, otherwise it would be preposterously beyond anything with- 
in the purview of the Act. Now, the bye-law was clearly not one for the 
— of the company, nor for the governing and regulation of 
ightermen or watermen. It could only be supported, therefore, if it aided 
in carrying into effect the purposes of the Act, or the power and authorities 
vested in the company. Part of the preamble to the Act recited that it 
was expedient that proper regulations should be made for the navigation 
of barges, lighters, boate, and other like craft carrying goods, and for the 
tion of persons employed to navigate the same, and for the security 
of passengers, and for the orderly conduct of traffic on the river, and it 
was argued broadly that all these matters in the recital were amongst the 
purposes of the Act. If that were sound, hardly any subject connected 
with the traffic on the river might not be dealt with, from a cork boat to 
an ocean steamer, or the speed, manning, lights, and everything else which 
might be considered to bear upon the security of passengers or the orderly 
conduct of traffic. This argument, however, distorted the proper office of 
a preamble. It does not follow because large words are used in a pre- 
amble that everything to which they could be referred come within the 
scope of the Act. They did not extend the provisions of the Act beyond what 
the enacting parts of the Act contained. Section 2 defined a ‘‘ passenger 
boat’”’; section 3 defined a lighterman as ‘‘any person working or 
navigating for hire a lighter, barge, boat, or other like oraft,’’ and 
‘* waterman’’ as ‘‘ any person navigating, rowing, or working for hire a 
passenger boat.’’ Section 66 enacted that ‘‘no barge, lighter, boat, or 
other like craft for the carrying of goods shall be worked or 
navigated . . unless there be in charge of such craft a lighterman 
licensed in manner hereinbefore mentioned,’’ or an — duly 
qualified. A penalty was imposed unless the owner of the boat proved 
that he was unable for the usual compensation to obtain the services of a 
licensed waterman or apprentice. It appears to us that there was no 
single provision or purpose of the Act which was subserved by the require- 
ment that a steamboat towing barges should have on board one licensed 
waterman to assist in the navigation and inanagement thereof. The bye- 
law did not even provide for compulsory pilotage, but merely for compul- 
sory employment. A person who was to assist in such a way would 
necessarily be under the orders of the captain. He would have no right 
to give an order or take the helm or do anything but obey the captain’s 
orders, a position for which any able-bodied man accustomed to a tug 
would be just as competent as the waterman. The person who, under the 
bye-law was to be taken on board the tug was not even to be a lighter- 
man, but a waterman, who, according tothe Act, was a person wko had to 
do specially with passenger boats. The Act gave no special privileges of 
employment to watermen or lightermen, except to the extent provided 
for by section 66 as to lightermen, or 67 as to watermen. The bye-law 
attempted to extend these privileges and to force upon the owners of 
tug-boats members of the company to perform servic2s for which the 
owners, 80 far as the Act was concerned, were at liberty to go into the 
open market. The tug is not a lighter or other craft for the carrying of 
goods. There is nothing in the Act giving the company power to inter- 
fere with the owner or master of the tug in managing his steamboat. The 
framers of the bye-law have taken 4 very extravagant view of these 
powers of legislation. - We have no doubt that the bye-law in 
question is radically bad. Even if it were within the general scope of the 
bye-laws it would be in the highest degree unreasonable on another 
ground. There is no exemption from the penalty whatever be the cir- 
cumstances under which the failure to take a waterman on board the tug 
occurred, There might be none available, or the one available might 
demand an exorbitant sum, but the penalty attached notwithstanding, 
and the eaving provision which in the Act was made epplicable to a case 
under section 66, was wanting in this bye-law. But our objection to this 
bye-law is far deeper and could not be removed by any modification of 
the bye-law. The cases of Elmore v. Hunter (3 C. P. D. 116) and Rolles 
v. Newell (39 W. R. 96, 25 Q. B. D. 335), which were cited for the 
prosecution, do not affect this case. In conclusion, bye-law 60 would 
teem to subserve no purpose except to find work, or at all events pay, 
for watermen, and, except in the very general words of the preamble, 
is to be found in the Act to eupport it.—CovunseL, Ashton; C. A. 


nothing 
Russell, Q.C., and Tudor Howell. Sorscitors, A. C. Kent ; Sewell, Edwards, 
$ Nevill. 


[Reported by Sir Suzrstox Bakes, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE MAYOR, &c., OF LIVERPOOL v. THE ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE 
OF THE LLANFYLLIN UNION AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 8th July. 


Ratixe — Wargrworks—Mernuop or Estmatinc Rateaste Vatus — 


Errecrive Capitan Vatve—Carcument Angas Unconnecrep—RegnTau 
Vatvur—Enuancep Vatve or Site. 





at quarter sessions, upon an appeal 


Liverpool waterworks as were situated within the parish of Lianwdd: 
The construction of the Liverpool waterworks were authorized from tine 
to time by various Acts of Parliament. The works in the parish of 
Llanwddyn were authorized by the Liverpool Waterworks Act of 1889 
and it was provided by that Act that they should form part of the 
undertaking, and should be subject to the provisions of the Liv 
Waterworks Acts. By section 59 of the Liverpool Waterworks Act, 1862, 
the appellants could only charge in each year rates upon the consumers 
of the water up to the amount of the water account for the year. The 
works in the parish of Llanwddyn consisted of a large part of a reservoir 
called Lake Vyrnwy, with banks, dams, and appurtenances, and of a tunnel 
called the Hirnant tunnel and its appurtenances Toe appellants were 
rated and assessed. by the assessment committee, upon a net assessment of 
£15,332, in the sum of £542 13s., being a rate of 8}d. in the pound, 
In estimating the rateable value the appellants took the total cost of the 
construction attributable to as much of the reeervoir and of the land ig 
which it stood as was within the parish. ‘To arrive at the effe-tive capital 
cost they divided the amount by two because out of 52) million g 

per day, which was the total capacity of the reservoir, only 26} million 
gallons was being sent down. To this they added the effective capital 
cost of the Hirnant tunnel, and they arrived at the rateable value by 
taking 23 per cent. of the result. Two and three-quarters per cent. was 
taken because that rate or a le:s rate was the rate at which the appellants 
could borrow money. It was proved that the appellants could actually 
borrow at 2} per cent. Tho respondent’s estimate differed from the 
appellants’ in the following points: In arriving at the cost of the reser. 
voir and site they included the cost of certain roads and bridges which the 
appellants constructed in accordance with the provisions of their Act, 
The cost of a church, vicarage, and schools erected under a like compulsion 
in substitution for buildings submerged by the formation of the reser. 
voir was not included. Though 52} million gallons was the total capaci 
of the reeervoir yet the catchment areas now connected with the resery: 
were capable of yielding only 41 million gallons. The respondents, 
therefore, multiplied the total coct of the reeervoir and site by the fraction 
263-41. They further found that the gross rental value of the 
whole of the Liverpool waterworks undertaking was 4} per cent. of the 
total capital value of the whole of the works, and they therefore took as 
the rateable value of the works in the parish of Llanwddyn 4} per cent. of 
the total effective cost, less rates and 20 per cent. for maintenance and 
renewal. The quarter sessions held that, in order to ascertain the 
effective capital value of the undertaking, the sums expended, not onlyon 
the roads and bridges, but also on the church, vicarage, and schools, ought 
to be included, and that the effective capital value of the reservoir 
and site ought to be taken at 26}-41 of the expenditure. They wer 
further of opinion (paragraph 24) that in consequence of the greater 
demand at the present time for such sites and of the increased cost of 
labour and materials, the outlay would be greater than the actual cost of 
the site and works of the corporation, in consideration of which the rate- 
able value should be taken at 3 per cent. on the outlay, rather than 2} per 
cent., the rate at which the appellants could borrow ; and, finally, that if 
in law the reservoir and dam might be rated separately, and not as 
integral parts of the appellants’ water undertaking, their annual value if 
let as a separate hereditament should be arrived at by an estimate based 
upon 3 per cent. of the capital expenditure properly attributable 
thereto. 

Tue Covert (Riptgy and Purtimoreg, JJ.) quashed the order of quarter 
seesions and ordered the rate to be reduced. 

Riotey, J., said (in a written judgment) that the appellants and re- 
spondents had adopted in principle the same method of arriving at the 
rateable value of the property, but in carrying out the principle the 
differences arose which required the court’s decision. The quarter 
sessions had left five questions. The first question was whether the 
reservoir and works were to be treated as integral parts of the appellants’ 
water undertaking or as severable from the rest of the undertaking. The 
court thought that such part of the waterworks as lay within the parish 
was a separate rateable hereditament in it and should be rated accord- 
ingly upon an estimate of the rent which it would yield after maki ng the 
statutory deductions: see Reg. v. West Middlesex Waterworks Co. (28 L.d. 
M. C. 135). But it must be taken that the reservoir and works were part 
of the whole undertaking for the purpose of distributing water as # 
source of profit, and though they did not directly earn anything in the 
parish, yet they conduced to earning elsewhere. The whole undertaking 
continued in operation, and therefore the owner of the whole must be 
assumed to pay a contractor adequate remuneration for land and 
capital vested in these parts of the undertaking and for the labour and 
skill required for the construction and maintenance. The contractor 
stood in the relation of occupying tenant in the words of the case cited: 
“The part within the parish is the rateable subject and the local rateable 
value is such sum as will pay the rent of the land and the profit on fixed 
capital therein.’? The answer, therefore, was that the reservoir and 
works were integral portions of the undertaking, and although rateable 
separately, were not to be valued apart from the rest of the undertaking, 
The second question was whether there ought to be taken into account 
the circumstances mentioned in paragraph 24 of the case, in addition 
the rate of interest at which the appellants could have borro 
money at the date of the making of the rate. The court, ia 
the absence of direct evidence, could not feel certain that the 
supposed greater demand for sites existed, and that in this cate the 
capital value should be arrived at from the cost of the works as 
The third question was whether, in order to ascertain the effective capital 


July 16, 1898. 7 
==" 


This was a case stated by justices of the county of Montgomery. titting a 
" from the Lascmment’ Ooi ot 


q 
the Llanfyllin Union with respect to the rating of suck portions of the — 





int 
thi 
no 
th 
wa 
be 
we 
cor 
qué 
eu 
We 
nec 
to 1 
fort 
rate 
effer 
to 1 
£e8si 
had 
not 
coul 
cons 
fixec 
mon 
quas 
cour 
and. 
Jones 


the 221 


SesSee S88 wera s Oma ann a... 


the sul 












398. 
—— 
» Bt ; 
‘ties 
| of the 
wadyn, 
om time 
arish of 
of 1880, 
Seneral 
iverpool 
ot, 1862, 
nsumers 
r. The 
reservoir 
a tunnel 
its were 
ment of 
pound, 
it of the 
land in 
» capital 
gallons 
million 
» Ca 
value by 
ent. was 
pellants 
actually 
‘rom the 
he reser. 
hich the 
eir Act, 
npulsion 
16 reser. 
capacit 
reserv: 
ondents, 
» fraction 
of the 
t. of the 
e took as 
r cent. of 
ince and 
rtain the 
t only on 
ls, ought 
reservoir 
hey were 
e greater 
d cost of 
al cost of 
the rate- 
an 24 per 
ly, that if 
d not as 
1 value if 
ate based 
ributable 


of quarter 











3 and re- 
ng at the 
ciple the 
2 quarter 
sther the 
ppel lante’ 
ing. 
he parish 
d accord- 
aki ng the 
(28 1.4. 
were part 
ater as 8 
ng in the 
dertaking 
> must be 
and fixed 
‘bour and 
ontracter 
ase cited: 
1 rateable 
£ on 
rvoir 
h rateable 
jertaking. 
account 


0 
,ddition to 
borrowe 
court, # 
that the 
s cace the 
as & 
sive ca 








July 16, 1898. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 42.] 657_ 








value of the undertaking, the amount expended u roads, 

church, &c., ought to be concluded. The court cat cue of 

that none of them ought to be included. It had been argued that the 
amounts expended were part of the cost of the works. It was clear, how- 
ever, that they were not ; but that they were to be regarded as expenses 
to which the ap ts had been put in carrying out the ae put 
upon them by liament. If they enhanced the value of the lands, as to 
which there was not sufficient evidence, that must be taken into account 
in the rateable value of the lands enhanced. The fourth question was as 
to whether the value of the reservoir and site ought to be 264-41 or 264-52} 
of the total capital e diture. At present the daily supply was only about 
one-half of the complete or total possible supply. Primd facie, therefore, 
the effective capital value was also one-half of the total, but on behalf of 
the respondents it was eaid that, the total now received into the reservoir 
being only 41 million gallons a day and the total supply being 26} millions 
a day, the proper fraction to be used in the calculations was 264-41. In 
other words, although the supply was only one-half of the intended 
amount, the rateable value of the effective capital was to be taken at more 
than one-half. It was also contended that the appellants should, in order 
to justify their contention, add to the capital wes the cost of including 
the additional catchment area which is required to bring the daily supply 
into the reservoir to the amount of 52h million gallons. But it was 
the reservoir and works which were here rated, not the works which had 
not been carried out; and although it was true that the proportion between 
the gallons supplied out of the reservoir and thoee actually received into it 
was at the time 26} to 41, that proportion did not repreeent the true relation 
between effective capital value and total cost of construction. The réservoir 
was large enough to receive 524 millions daily, and had been constructed and 
completed for those dimensions, but it did only supply one-half of that 
quantity. For the purpose of the rate the court thought that the comparison 
supplied the true proportion. The case of Reg. v. The South Staffordshire 
Waterworks Co. (16Q. B. D. 186) was relied onasshewing that the costof con- 
necting the additional catchment area with the resevoir ought to be added 
to the capital value. But in that case the works had been completed and 
formed part of the undertaking. As to the last question, whether the 

rateable value ought to be taken at 3 per cent. or 2} per cent. on the 
effective value of the undertaking, that was largely a question of fact as 
to which the court would not interfere with the decision of quarter 
sessions. The principle on which the capital value was to be calculated 

had been stated. The court thought that the percentage upon it ought 
not to be higher than the necessary rate of interest ut which the money 
could be borrowed. At the same time, when all the circumstances were 
considered, the court could not say that the apoyo had been wrongly 

fixed at 3 Jy cent., although it was higher than the rate at which the 
money could now be raised, The order of quarter sessions ought to be 
quashed, and the rate reduced in accordance with the opinion of the 
court.—Counset, Balfour Browne, Q.C., and E. H. Lloyd; Marshall, Q.C., 
and Arnold Herbert. Soxtcrrors, Clare ; Robbins, Billing, § Co., for Pugh § 
Jones, Lianfyllin. 


[Reported by C. G. Wirpranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re A DEBTOR. Le parte THE DEBTOR. C. A. No. 2. 8th July. 


Bankrurtcy—Marrigp Woman not Trapinc SEraRATELY From Her 
Hvspanp—Liapitity To ws Mave A Banxkrurt-—Recetvingc OrpEr— 
Dest Incurnrep, Jupement Osrainep, Act or Bankruptcy CommirTsp, 
AND Petition Presentep, Berorg Derstor’s Marriage —REcervinc 
Orxver Mapg arrgk Marrtace—Marrigp Women’s Property Act, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), s. 1, suB-sgoTion 5. 


This was an appeal by the debtor, a married woman, against a 
receiving order made by Registrar Giffard. In December, 1897, pro- 
ceedings were taken against the debtor, then a spinster, by a person 
who alleged himself to be her creditor for a sum of over £200. In 
January, 1898, the plaintiff obtained judgment for a sum of £212 103. 2d., 
representing debt and costs. The debtor having failed to comply with 
the requirements of a bankruptcy notice served by another creditor in 
November, 1897, in respect of another debt, the plaintiff then presented 
a bankruptcy petition against her, The petition came on for hearing on 
the 22nd of February, 1898, when, the debt and the act of bankruptcy 
having been admitted, the further hearing was adjourned till the 3rd of 
March, 1898. On the 2nd of March, 1898, the debtor was married. In 
the subsequent proceedings it was admitted that she was not trading 
eeely from her husband. On the 3rd of March, 1898, the debtor 

mitting the debt and the act of bankruptcy, and undertaking not to 
ask for costs against the petitioner if the petition should be dismissed, 
the hearing was further adjourned. After another adjournment the 
petition was disposed of on the 24th of March, 1898, when Registrar 
Giffard, following a decision of Registrar Linklater in an unreported case 
in 1894, made a receiving order against the debtor. There was no other 
decision covering the question which arose in the precent case as to the 
liability of a married woman in such circumstances to be made a bank- 
rapt. The debtor appealed. On the hearing of the appeal the petition- 
ing creditor did not appear. 

Tue Covur (Linptey, M.R., and Currry and Couns, L JJ ) allowed 
the appeal and discharged the order. 

Linvuey, M.R., said: I do not think we should gain anything by 
further consideration of this case. It appears to us that upon the true 
construction of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, the order appealed against cannot be supported, and 


must be discharged. The case is certainly a peculiar one. An action was 





of the law put forward on her behalf is the rightone. If you look at the 
Married Women’s Act, 1882, and at the decisions upon it —such 
cases as Ex parte H Re H (22 W. R. 425, 9 Ch. 307), Re 
Gardiner, Ex parte Coulson (86 W.R. 142, 20Q. B. D. 249), and Ex parte 
Jones, Re weg enh. Pankrupt i 12 Ch. =s ge is ogee se = 
woman can be e u respect separa yw 
trading separately from her husband. The receiving order appealed 
against must therefore be discharged, but of course without costs. 

Curry and Couns, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsen, F. Cooper Wiilis. 
Soxicrrors, Colyer ¢ Colyer. 

| Reported by R. C. Mactewzis, Barrister-at-Law. } 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY, 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at The Woodhouse, 
in Earl Bathurst’s Park, Cirencester, on W , the 6th of July inst. 
The followmg members were present : Mr. Edward O. Sewell (Cirencester), 
the president, in the chair, Messrs. H. Bevir, vice-president (Wootton 
Bassett), J. Mullings, E. B. Haygarth and O. Lop ae | (Cirencester), W. 
Warman, A. H. G. Heelas, L. D. Winterbotham, A. J. Morton Ball, and 
R. H. Smith (Stroud), W. Forrester (Malmesbury), A. H. Iles (Fairford), 
A. Ermest Withy (Swindon), R. Ley Wood, M. Liewellyn Evans, J. B. 
Winterbotham, and W. G. Gurney (Cheltenham), G. » A. 8. 
Helps, E. T. Gardom, G. 8. Blakeway, F. W. Jones, and John W. Ooren, 
hon. secretary - gern oe SS : 

The report of the com: ee management for past year was 
adopted ate motion of the t, seconded by Mr. Bevir. 

Gratuities to the amount of £46 103. were voted to relatives of deceased 
solicitors, and a donation of ten guineas to the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association. 

It was resolved tocontinue in association with the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies for the current year. 

A subscription of twenty guineas was voted to the Gloucestershire Law 
Library Society for the current year. 

Mr. Harry Bevir (Wootton Bassett) and Mr. John Bryan (Gloucester) 
were elected president and vice-president respectively for the year 

uin 


ens 4 

The following were elected to act with the president, vice-president, 
and secretary as the committee of management for the ng year: 
Messrs. R. Ellett, M. F. Carter, W. Warman, James B. Winterbotham, 
E. C. Sewell, J. P. Wilton Haines, W. Forrester, and A. J. Morton Ball. 

A prize of five guineas was awarded to Mr. Reginald Herbert Penley, 
B.A. (who was articled to Mr. J.G. Wenden, of Dursley), for having 
paseed the final examination of the Incor; Law Society with first 
class honours and who was aleo awarded the Clifford’s-inn Prize by the 
Incorporated Law Society. 

The following new members were elected: Messrs. T. F. Cottam and 
T. E. Rickerby (Cheltenham), F. G. Playne and C. ye (Stroud), R. W. 
Ellett and R. J. Mullings (Cirencester), and G. A. H. White (Chi ppen- 
h 


am). 

Unqualified Practitioners.—This matter was discussed and the following 
resolution, proposed by Mr. Gardom and seconded by Mr. Morton Ball, 
was passed: ‘‘‘Lhat it is the opinion of this meeting that the practice 
referred to in the report should be probibited and that the Lord Chan- 
cellor should be requested to issue directions to the county court judges 
upon the matter.” 

The secretary was ordered to send a copy of the above reeolation to the 
secretary of the Aceociated Provincial Law Societies. 

A vote of thanks to the retiring president concluded the business of the 
meeting. 

After driving to Sapperton and Pimbury Park the members returned 
to Cirencester, where they dined, together with Mr. R. Ellett, Mr. H. 
Kinneir, and others. The party included Mr. E. W. Williamson, the 
recretary of the Incorporated Law Society U.K. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Membership.—The rumber of members is now 102. 

Land Transfer —The Land Transfer Act of 1897 having been passed 
last cession, considerable curiosity was excited as to the particular county 
which would be first eelected by the Lord Chancellor for the experiment 
of its adoption. Early in November the London County Council received 
from the Privy Council notice pursuant to the Act that it was proposed 
to make an order applying part 3 of the Act to the county of London. 
The question of ham be the Act to London being a aw | important 
matter, the county council, before coming to a decision thereon, took 
ps to obtain the views of those in the county who were specially 
interested by despatching a circular letter to eighty-eight corporate and 
other bodies, including the Incorporated Law ’ ting their 
views on the subject. The effect of the answer of the 
Incorporated Law Society was that they did not feel able 
particular questions submitted to them wi 
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the statement that in their opinion the system of tion of title 
embodied in the Acts of 1875 and 1897 was not adapted to the circum- 
stances of this country, and would in practice be found inconvenient to 
landowners and embarrassing in the conduct of business for many years, 
In their opinion so novel a system should not be made compulsory at all, 
but should, in accordance with the report of the Commons Committee of 
1879, be left to make its way on its merits. Assuming that the experi- 
ment was to be tried in some locality willing to accept it, the Council | 
thought that, having regard to the enormous value of the property 

ted, and for other good reasons, the experiment should not be 
attempted in London. Of the eighty-eight corporate bodies and persons 
whose views were solicited by the London County Council, sixty-seven 
reported disapproving of the application of the Act, and only fourteen 
in favour of it. Notwithstanding the weight of opinion against the Act, 
the London County Council, at a special meeting on the 15th of February, 
1898, decided not to veto the application of the Act to the county of 
London. The Rule Committee ye under the provisions of the 
Act have recently issued their t rules for consideration by the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society and others, and the same have 
received most careful attention, and various amendments have been 
suggested. 

Unqualified Practitioners.—The attention of your committee has, at the 
instance of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, been drawn to 
the increasing practice throughout the county court districts, both in the 
metropolis and the provinces, of debt collectors, and eo-called trade pro- 
tection or debt collecting societies and other unqualified persons, taking 
proceedings and appearing in county courts in various ways for reward, 
usually in the form of a commission on the recovery of the debts. 
Particular reference was made to proceedings taken in 1889 (at the 
instance of this society) by the Incorporated Law Society against an 
unqualified personat Swindon. In that case there were two points: first, 
irregularity by the unqualified person (who was paid by commission) in 
eeeking to be heard, and also his misconduct in the mode in which he 
conducted the business. The judge in that case said that the particular 
act that might be done by virtue of the rules by an agent, if it could be 
legally done, would not apply to an agent for fee or reward, and in the 
result the unqualified person was precluded from appearing or acting in 
future in the court at Swindon as agent for the parties in any proceedings. 
The Council state, in the report of a committee of that body communi- 
cated to the provincial societies, that they have consulted counsel with 
reference to the whole question, and his advice was to the effect that, 
having regard to the difference of opinion which appears to prevail | 
re county court judges on the subject and to the views expressed by 
local law sccieties in regard to the propriety and utility of the practice in 
question (on the ground that it interferes little if at all with the interests | 
of eolicitors who are employed in such cases as will carry costs, and to | 
whom it is not worth while to attend to such as will not do so), steps | 
should first be taken to ascertain how far it is the feeling of the profession 
generally that the practice ought to be prohibited, and that if the result 
should shew that there is a general consensus of opinion against the 
continuance of the practice, steps should then be taken with a view to 
induce the Lord Chancellor to issue an instruction to the county court 
judges on the subject. The committee invite an expression of the views 
of the members of the society on the question at the annual meeting. 

Money-lending inquiry.—The Select Committee of the House of Commons 
on Money-lending having inquired if the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society U.K. had any suggestions to offer as to remedies or alterations in 
the present state of the law with regard to money-lending, the subject 
was referred to a committee, of which your president was a member. 
The report, which was adopted and forwarded to the select committee, 
pointed out that the measure of registration and licensing was not prac- 
ticable, while the proposal that professional money-lenders should be 
compelled to trade only in their own names involved the practical 
difficulty of defining ‘‘ professional money-lenders’’ in such a way as to 
include cnly the so-called professional money-lender, and to exclude 
bankers and others who lend money. The recommendations of the com- | 
mittee were as follows : To raise the minimum limits of bills of sale from 
£30 to £50, to re-enact the provisions in the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, that | 
bills of sale should be attested by a solicitor, and that the attestation 
should state that the effect of it had been explained to the grantor; to 
give a borrower under a bill of sale liberty to repay a loan, nominally 
payable at a fixed date or by instalments, by tendering at any time the 
principal sum with interest, and fourteen days’ interest ia lieu of notice ; 
to declare and extend the powers of the High Court and county courts, so 
as to enable them to interfere where there has been oppression or unfair 
dealing, and especially that this relief should be rendered available 
without unneceesary publicity. 








SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association | 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday, the 13th | 
inst, Mr. Henry Morten Cotton in the chair. The other directors present | 
were: Merers. W. Beriah Brook, Grantham R. Dodd, W. Geare, J. Roger | 
B. Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Auguetus Helder, M.P. (White- | 
haven), J. C. Gray Hill (Liverpool), John Hunter, Richard Pennington, | 
J.P., Sidney Smith, Richard W. ‘Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. | 
Scott (cecretary). A sum of £580 was distributed in grants of relief, 
thirty-eight new members were edmitted to the association, and other | 
general business transacted. 











Sir Richard Webster is to preside at the dinner to Dr. W. G. Grace 
on Tuesday next. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Henry Ross, solicitor, on the 25th ult,, 
at the age of seventy-three. Mr. Rose was educated at King’s College, 
London, and was admitted a solicitor in 1851, and was at one time a 
partner in the firm of Messrs. Baxter, Rose, & Norton. He retired from 

ractice in 1888, and subsequently devoted much of his time to charitable 
nstitutions. He was a governor of Christ’s Hospital and St. Bartholo. 
mew’s Hospital and of the Foundling Hospital, and a member of the 
committees of St. John’s Foundation School, Leatherhead, ani the 
Brompton Hospital for Consumption. He was also a director of the 
Great Western Railway and the le Insurance Co. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. C. A. 8. Ganvanp, barrister, and Mr. G. W. Rickxrrs, barrister, 
have been appointed Revising Barristers on the Western Circuit. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTions. 


Autrrep Durie Bartierr and Cuartes Witttim Toone, solicitors 
(Toone & Bartlett), Loughborough. June 30. 
STronHEewer Parker Freeman and Henry Harrer Boruamcey, eolicitors 
(Freeman & Bothamley), 13, Queen-street, Cheapside, London. June 30, 
' (Gazette, July 8, 


Henry Hersert Lype and Freeman Rorer, solicitors (Lyde & Roper), 
32, Great St. Helen’s, London. June 30. [ Gazette, Jaly 12, 





GENERAL. 

At the Lewes Assizes on Monday Sir Henry Hawkins, in his charge to 
the grand jury, commented on the perjury cases in the calendar, said 
that it was far too common an offence already, and he feared it would be 
ten times more common when the new law was passed, if it was passed, 
allowing all prisoners to give evidence on their own behalf. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Reoistrzars 1s ATTENDANCE O¥ 


Date AprgaL Couat Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
of No. 2. Norra. STigiine. 
Monday, July .............18 Mr. Lavie Mr. Ward Mr. Carringtos 
Ec ccscosevsse « Ren AY 19 Pugh Jackson 
Wednesday ............0000+- 20 Lavie Ward Carrington 
RIE | civsuscnened-orsectes 21 Pugh Pemberton Jackson 
EE assdsesosnigentpuciesepeses 22 Lavie Ward Carrington 
Bat i hdcanddécesdionceuine 23 Pugb Pemberton Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justi Mr. Justice 
Kexewioa Romzz. Bragyg. 
Mr. Beal Mr. Farmer 
Leach King 
Beal Parmer 
Leach King 
Beal Farmer 
Leach King 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


July 18.—Mr. Atraep Ricuanrps, at the Mart, at 2, The Brentford Gas Co., £15,00 of 
New Stock, 1881, ranking for a standard dividend of 7 per cent., subject to sliting 
scale, last dividend having been 9 per cent. (See advertisement, July 9, p. 3 ) 

July 19.—Messrs, Desennan, Tewsox, Fanmesr, & Baiocewarer, at the Mart, at 2% 
Block of Freehold Shops and Show Rooms, Nos. 175, 177, 179, and 181, Oxford-street, 
oceupying a fine position on the south side of the street near to the Circus; let for 2 

ears from Michaelmas. 1896, at £2,120 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Thorne & 
elsford, and Messrs, Phelps, Sidgwick, & Biddle, both of London. (See advertise 
ment, July 9, p. 3.) 

July 19.—Mr. Atrrep Ricuagps, at the Mart, at 2, valuable Freehold Estate at Ponder’s 
End and Enfield Highway, comprising upwards of 112 acres of Building Land (part 
containing excellent brick earth), with frontages to Londos-road ; the property is 
intersected by the Cheshunt Branch Line of tne G.E.R.; with Business and 
Premises, yey with 29 Freehold Cottages. Soliciturs, Messrs, Pennington & Sa, 
London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 3.) 

July 20.—Messrs. Dovatas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2, Freehold and Leaseh id 
Properties and Building Land :—City of London: Leasehold; rental £350. Shep- 
herd’s Bush: Freehold Building Land. Lewisham: 112 and 114, L-e-road; let 
£°5. Tooting: Freeholi Ground of £5 16s. 81. Loughborough Junction: Lease 
holds; let at 223. Clapham: Leaseholds; let at £55 and £60. Clapham: De 
Villa; let at £65. Westminster-b:idge-roed : Rentil value £150. Deptford ant 
Charitoa: Weekly Property. (See advertisement, July 9, p. 644 ) 

July 20,— Messrs. Eowis Fox & Bovsrigvp, at the Mart, at 2: 

POLICIES : ‘ 
For £27,000; gentleman aged 77 ; premiam £13 18s. 9d. 
For £800; on same life; premium £7 1s. 5d. 
Solicitors, Messrs. fisher, London. 
STONEBRIDGE ESTATE, HAGGERSTON : 
One-twelfth of Freehold Property coverirg 7 acres of land, with 283 houses let at 
ground-rents amounting to £941 per annum ; also a Reversion t» One-t 
fourth of same estate; lady aged 63, Solicitor, W. T. Coventon, Esdy 


London. 
REVERSION : 
To One Sixteenth of £94,000; lady aged 63; invested in first-class Railway 
Stock. Solicitor, W. T, Coventon, + London. 


—— E 
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en a Sn x 6 res promis onal 
an annuity ‘or By 
Western Railway Co. Solicitor, W. 
(See advertisements, this week, p. 3.) 
July 20.— Messrs. H. E. Foster & ac>.. at the Mart, at 2, the Semi-detached 
 egre = bar pg eat gl rental value, £38. Messrs. E. ©. 
} pen —Sixteen Houses, within easy easy distance of leases 
$3 years unexpired ; also Freehold Ground-rents of £15 per annum. 
oe. Harris & Chetham, London.—1 Bow, 241 12s, per 
onan, ont Gasp Premises, let at £25. itor, Arthur A.’ Esq., Stratford. 
ag toe ae = Foster & Caaxriawp, at the Mart, at 2 3 


To Islands, about 57 miles in length by about 14 miles in width, situate in the 
of 8t. La gentleman A 


T Ono-toanth od Resid Estate of Bail and Corporation Stocks, value 
‘o a way 
‘ Solicitors, Messrs. Routh, Stacey, & Castle, London. 
To One-fifth of £30,066 India 93 per Os t. Stock ; lady aged 63. 
og - subject to contingencies. - 
B. Wade, Baq., London. 
To pant cot 3) per Gent. Conn Consols; lady aged 48. Solicitors, Messrs. Woodcock, 
er, Lon 
To Srettied of £173 East 2 Tndian Railway Annuity, Class B; lady aged 65. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Fardell & Canning, London. 
To £1,000 3} per Cent. Console: Indy aged ssi — 
per Cent. Consols ; 


Solicitor, E. . Robb, 
To One-eighth o: op, Hn. Re 


Wolverhamnp producing £102 
annum ; TA a 60 and 57. cata & Colyer, 
To One-fourth of Freehold and Leasehold Propestios, prod 
——, and £5,036 Stocks ; lady aged 70. sitors, ad Ht. Dede & fon 
To One-third of £14,061 amy pe See. Stock; lad 57. 
To One-fifth of a Trust Fund o' iy aged 71. 


the value of £7,830; 

Solicitors, Messrs. Crosse & Sons, London. 
To a Trust Fund represented b Adccs Eaee 2 per Cot, 908 21,99 Inte 
&} pee eee, Bick ; indy aged 74. Solicitors, Messrs. Kingsford, Dorman, & 


+ London. 
To Onetearenth of a T.ust Estate value £9,330; a gentleman aged 78 and lad 
aged 68. Solicitor, Arthur Tyler, Esq., London. ’ 
; J. pret, Esq., London. 


To One-fourth of £5,000 
Dock Company ; lady 


lady — 2. 69. Solicitor, 
To One-third of £2,732 Stock in y Commercial 
aged 85. yblietton, John H. Hortin, Esq, London, 
of the value of £3,812; indy aged 67. Solicitor, Robert H. 
£7,006 21 2 Cent. Consols; lady 


Also to 
Thirty Aft o of a Trust Es a, produsag £1,509 per 4 hy ladies agate 70 


tors, Messrs 
To Fig ht Fory-ninthe of « Trust Eatae val £30,457 ; lady aged 64. Solicitors, 
essrs. Ward & Asplin, London. 
To Gonfenvtennts of a Trust Fund value £19,000; lady aged 56. Solicitor, 
Henry A. Maude, Esq., London. 
POLICIES : 
For £9,000, £7,000, £3,500, £3,000, 
E Eley Robby Esq, Tunbridge Wella. 
unbridge 
PLATILLA ESTATE: 
Undivided One-third Share in the Estate and Silver Mine knows pe te 
— of 5,000 acres, situate in ae. S . America ; 
e Government. ——* Messrs. Riddell, Vaizey, ye 
“a SiOWARY emit i mean of lady aged 82, in £450 Solici. 
a gen eman , on decease y in per annum. - 
Ls mal Mears Colyer & Colyer, London. 


Of lad od 94: bm 49,0009 z Cont. Cenceia, tagethes with policies. Solicitor, 
E. Ely bb, Tented Wells. 


vy Ro dge 
Of a gentlemen aged 41 in £1,780 23 per Cent. Consols. Solicitors, Messrs. Ward 
‘in, London. 
SHARES: 


In Hawtrey, Brett, Mitchell, & Co. (Limited), the Stone Court Chalk, Land, and 
Pier ‘0. (Limited), the Brighton, Hot (Limited), and Morgan & Co. 
ls Solicitor, J.C. Ro London. 
— . -w. this. week, p. 4.) 
July 21 A +-~ Atper & Co., at the Mart at 1, Freehold Ground-rents, £156 per 
annum, oa upon 12 Residences on or- Streatham, 2 Freehold 


£3,000, £1,000, £300, and £200. Solicitors, 
easrs. Druces & Attlee, London ; 


ain perpatulty 


Shops, producing £65 per annum. Residence, wn as “ * Wallington, 
Surrey, pon too "Other securities at Laviben, Blackheath, &c. (See adver- 
tisement, July 2, p. 5.) 


RESULTS OF SALES. 

Messrs, Desznnam, Tewsoy, Farmer, & Barpoewares sold at the Mart, on the 1ith 
inst , a portion of the Tyrell Estates, situated at Bethnal Green, in 56 lots, for £71,200; 
and on the 12th, Aa 4 Freehold Farms in Bedfordshire of over 300 acres 

Messrs, C. C. & T. Moorr, on Th lay, the 
corner of Dorset-street, Commercial-road, for £1,450; a ag nee Trecholds of Sydakee in Hanipetead 
road for £1,270; a House in Harrington-equare, N.W.; 1 
several lots of land and East End investments ; total, awe 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Faivay, July 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep mx CmANozRy. 

Axe VaLe Devow Datry Supriy Association, Linrrep—Creditors are ~ay Pon on or 

eg F 21, aA Yo} 4A te particulars of 
, to Albert Pryer Reece, Axminster Forward, = ey solor to liquidsine 
“ Bairisn Se ” Co, pe = Re ae fy « l,on or before A to send 
; ad names ont | addresses, ond, he gastewia ese iz debts or claims, to 
ones ice Williams, 88, The y; Hall st, Liverpool 

Cosmos Syxpicats, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 20, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the s of their debts or to Robert 
George Davey, 33, Cornhill 

Loxpow axp Provincia, Co-operative SupPiy, Lgneee ee pve y presented 
July 4, directed to be heard before Wright, J., on July 4, diudge row 
solor for petners. Notice of aqpeuting sae a JAF ghey later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of July 14 
“Stxate Stroke” Puxcuine axp Eveietrixna Macurme Co, Laurep (1x Votustary 
 eameagen Creditors are required, on or before Aug 21, to send names and 
addresses, and the cutinion @ their debts or claims, Thomas Charles Goo 1, 
8t. Peter's ‘Church walk, Nottingham 

on or befure Aug 20, to 
claims, to 





it 


Taames Hauraki Go.prreps, Liu11zp—Credito: 


send their names and oy and the guvtledens — their or 
Garrett Bruff, 54, Old Broad st 
Umiversat ConroraTion or WESTERN AUSTRALIA, lane caviieeiont af chur 
Fou Aceee 8, to send their names and addresses, and 
debts to ‘Alfred Samuel Peake, 90, Coleman st. Birches, Greer 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Our Lap 8r Cu Braycu Ca: Bexarit 
7: swe Ge Covmaas 78, Carnoso Sociary, Crook Catholic 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, July 12. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
—— Sa 

Campion & Co, Luatrap— Yn ee a 

on Jul: Seth a Hato, solors for petners. Notice appearing 

ust took Ge Sette ae than 6 deck in he chonaen of doe 
Chasers, —¥ are required, on before Aug 3t, fo vend “a4 
Colmore row, olor for liquidator 
Crocus poly erp —— ay ny an up, July 11, 


addresse: 
Market st Chambers, 


Gaeat Boutper Synpica 
send their names and and the 
Queen 


ing, 6 Victoria st. 
Loutep Mixes Ore Repuction 
dated June 29, it was 
continued. Ashurst & Co, solors for the 
Rapxor romp. Liurrep —Creditors are 





up, presented Jul: pase 
" lor 
than 6 o’clock in the after- 


Warnes G & Co, Petn for , Jaly 8 directed to be 
cee So Taran Tete, Ses venting se pment Sa 8 


at Fh lates Chan 6 0'heak in the aftecnonn of July 

Wattace G Tuomson & Co, jouree Se or before Aug 2%, to 
send their names and addresses, and the partiouless of of their debts or claims, to 
Jonathan Ingbamn Learoyd, Bed, Halifax Gaifrey & Co, Halifax, solors to to the com- 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Graxp Masters’ Councit or tHe Buatow ayp Atagwas District, Guild Tavern, 
Guil n-on-Trent, Staffs. Juné 29 

Powryraipp Usirep Disraict or tue A.O, Forgsters Wioows’ axp Oaruans’ Fuxp 
Fatznpiy Sociery, Pontypridd, Glam, June 29 

bef om axD Mucarxtoy Usitep Sistens Friespty Sociery, Mugginton, Derby, 
une 29 


Wakrninc To InTENDING House Purcuasgers AND Lussexs.—Before pur- 


chasing or ren a house, have the Sanitary ements See 
Examined, Tes and Reported Upon by an Expert from Meese . Carter 
Bros., 65, ’ Victoria-street, Fee quoted on receipt of full 


particulars. (Established 21 years. iiaceaaiaay ] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 28. 
q Burns _J Heath 
NE Go, Net London Mar a Gent July 23 v Tompkins, Stirling, 


Copetig—tenaess, Fen 
Gonna, Mass ee Futhem 73 July 31 Y Macfarlane, North, J Sharp, 
—-= Saran, Todmorden, York July 30 Lockwood v Pyrah, Stirling, J. Chad~- 


Hexpersox, 7, Walmer, nr Deal July 31 Henderson v Henderson, 
, King William st 


North, J 
Ricnarps, Real LAasBROOK, Swansea, Solicitor Aug§ Richards v Harvey, North, J 
Roruwe.t, Epuunp, Marland, or Tramway Manager Aug 5 Haldane v 

Rothwell, Registrar, Manchester Ag ~- by A 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 

Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gasette.-- Tuzrspay, June 14, 
Asvenems, Rev Micnart James, Dawlish, Devon Augi Bensly & Bolingbroke, Nor- 
Biap, 8. L, Cowes, I W July 26 Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
ep, Samur a. iy Cire. 


Bomrorp, Major Samus, re, Ji Anderson & renmenger In 
Baay, Curistoruer, Sheffield July 30 


Sheffield 
B E, 8 , Li pbroker 09, Buck & Co, Southport 
Baows, Fauvers Jogern, Beton, Lee need Victualler July 20° Nash & Co, Queen st 
Catperoy, Purtirp Heamocenss, dilly, RA May 26 
Deaxiy, Wruusan Avavustvus, Esher, Sarrey, Francis 
ee nr Huddersfield July 25 Wilson, Mirfield 
alham, Barrister 


Ment, Liccusca Victoalior hene'ss Hinds & Bon, 











Deieutoyr, ‘Dencray, 

a Maxsz, * 

Evzes, Cuarnies Water, enchley, Kent, 
Goudh urst 


Faranxuinx, Wiit1am, Royton, Lanes, 





Gurvirus, Locr: Torquay July © 
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Haworrta, Gzorae, Whalley, Lancs, Grocer July1 JN Withers, Blackburn 
x, Isapecua Joannan, Readi July 9 Beale & Martin, Reading 
Horxer, Hexey, Sunderland July 12 Maughan, Middleham 
Hosxissox, Jonx, North Ormesby, York, Accountant July 10 Punch, Middlesborough 
Kiaxvp, Roperr, Cresswell, Northumberland July 15 Webb, Morpeth 
Lewis, Maroaret, Pembroke June 24 Reed, Pembroke 
Loyapotrom, Taomas Smaces, Barnsley, York July 11 Horsfield, Barnsley 
Marcuam, Epwix, Camden Town July 15 Rose & Johnson, Delahay st, Westminster 
Maztix, Tuomas, Manchester, Gunsmfith Aug 1 Flower, Manchester 
Nayvor, Sanaa Exizanetu, Leeds Aug 1 Simpson & Simpson, Leeds 
—s nee a ey ul A Lawson, Wigton 
LHILL, v Frepesicx Camppeit, Sundridge, nr Sevenoaks July 18 Plaski 

Lincoln’s inn fields : me ” ps 
Raspotrpn, Rev Witiiam Catan, Bath July 10 Bush & Bush, Bristol 
are Tuomas, Newcastle upon Tyne, Merchant July 23 Aitchison, Newcastle upon 

5 

Saricxie, Emma, Barnes July 23 Nicholls & Son, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Stuaoss, Sanau Jaxe, Kingsdown, Bristol July 14 Gwynn & Masters, Bristol 
Saitn, Fraxcis, Scarborough Augil Tate & Co, Scarborough 
Swtu, Gzoror, Openshaw, Manchester, Physician July 11 Orrell, Manchester 
Sraincer, Euma, dbach, Chester July 16 Hill, Crewe 
Tuompson, Taomas, Dudley, Butcher J ay 8 Webb, Morpeth 


London Gasetie,—Fripay, June 17. 


Autiyvurt, Saran Euma, Notting hill July 23 Davis, Richmond 

Bowatno, Euma, East Molesey July 23 Torr & Co, Bedford row 

BraprorD, Jonny, Kenilworth, War@ick July5 Willington Wilmshurst, Kenilwoth 
Brooxe, Wiruas Joux, Mission, Nottingham Sept 1 ee & Co, Retford 

Buck, Taomas, Leeds, Publican J —> Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

ag WILBeRronrce, ingston on Thames July 16 Wilkinson & Co, 


Cuarpman, Anx, York Augi7 Bannister Dent, York 

Cavuncumay, Mary Anya, Ipswich July 14 Kersey, Ipswich 

Cripps, Jon, ham Green Aug 12 Hamlin & Co, Fleet st 

Crowruer, Ciara, Buxton July15 Hany Farrar & Crowther, Braiford 

Deane, Hanaizt, Colchester July 23 Elwes & Turner, Colchester 

Drxox, Grorce, Edgbaston, M.P. July 23 Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

Dowie, Henay, Brighton, Brewer July 30 Woods & Holmes, Brighton 

Eaves, Jaurs, ry Cuartotrz Eaves, Stoke Newington July 14 Banks Pittman, 
§ 

E.viston Teas Axne, Gunnersbury July 22 Sharpe & Co, New ct, Carey st 

Fensey, Howarp, Birmingham July 30 Gough, Birmingham 

Fretcner, Curistoruer, Netherwasdale, Cumberland, Yeoman Augi1 Paits:n, White- 


haven 
Garrrits, Sir WittiaM Brayprorp, Windsor Aug 31 Griffith, Bayswater 
Hasrrr, Cuarctes Septimus, Twyford, Bucks, Farmer July 8 Hearn & Hearn, Buck- 


ing 

Hay, Hon Louisa, Lavington, Wilts July18 Wickham, Essex st, Strand 
Hearn, Hotmes, Leeds, Innkeeper July 16 Dale & Son, Leeds 
Hinviey, Atpert Danter, Heckmondwike July 27 Ibbertson, Heckmoadwik2 
Kent, Ertex, Oldham July 26 Blackburne & Smyth, Oldham 
Lanpuisk, Rev Joszrn, Uleombe, Kent July 18 Stenning & Co, Tonbridge 
Looxry, Mary Ans, Henley on Thames July 30 Cooper & Son, Henley on Thames 
Lona, Grorcr, Chippenham, Wilts July 18 Bennett & Co, Coleman st 
Morrett, Joszrn, Maltby, York, Farmer July 16 Jones, Derby 
Movtrtox, Cuaries, Acton Bridge, nr Northwich, Coal Merchant July 4 Hensley, 
s on, 

ouncey, Ayn Smatu, Holland Park av July 18 Jordan & Lavington, Ironmonger ln 
Paprieip, Georar, South Hackney Augi1 Harold & Co, Verulam bidgs, Gray's ine 
Patauer, Ann, Hartley Wintney, Southampton July 11 Scadding & Bodkin, Gordon st 
———« ~ Jane, Berwick upon Tweed July1 Sanderson & Weatherhead, Berwick upoa 


Prescotr, Gzoraz Woop, Chester Aug 1 Munro, Nantwich 
Roacu, Louisa, Newport, I of W June 28 Roach Pittis, Newport 
— — i Kent July 30 Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 
£«8, Henry Goma, Brompton rd, Veteri 8 Cc is’ 
et, Charing Cross P’ eterinary Surgeon July 20 Fladgate & Co, Crais’s 
Rotrn, Joun Mair, Brighton July 20 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Romaix, Apranam Anipsar, Bow June 30 Romain, Bishopsgate without 
Roomr, Gzonce, Sheffield, Mark Maker June30 Muir Wilson, Sheffield 
EARL OF Srrarrorp, the Right Hon Grorcze Henry Caartes, Barnet, Herts July 28 
& Co, Linecoln’s inn fields 
Taurston, Faaxcis Pexrose, Highbury Park July 20 Sheehy, Coleman st 
ate Eveanor, Great Paxton, Huntingdon Aug1 Butler & Wilkinson, St Neot’s, 
Turyer, Rosert Berxs, Mancheste missi i c 
= oa chester, Com: jon Agent July 30 Diggles & Ogden, 
Waker, Tnomas, Birmiogham July 14 Lowe & Jolly, Birmingham 
Wuirsread, Mavp, Purfleet, Essex July 17 Martineau & Reid, Raymond bidgs 
— CHaRLes Ormonp, Peckham, Publican Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 
ee Atrrep, Streatham, Builder Augs Tilling, Devonshire chambers, Bishops- 





London Gazette.—Tusspay, June 21. 


Aruitacz, Tuomas Kexyoy, Birstall, York, Plumber July 23 St2ward & Son, Leeds 
y rane aan, —~ July 23 Clark & Jackson, Oldham 
ppEN, Ricuarp, Bamber Bridge, L er, © D. . 

Bee ie ge, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer July 30 Ingham, 
peommee, Jouy Luxe, Gravese nd Augi Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 
eee E. tex Jane, Glastonbury July 20 Bulleid & Nixon, Glastonbury 

vimer, Henry Francis Horatio, Littlethorpe Hall, nr Ripon, Commercial Traveller 
1 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 
Burt, Exiza, Lytham, Lancaster July 28 Cooper, Preston 
CoLmax, Bamvec, Wilby, Norfolk, Farmer July 26 Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich 
Croaspitt, Cara Kevey, Canterbury July 19 Furley, Canterbury 
Pairnorsr, Axx, Higher Whitley, Chester July 29 Davies & Co, Warrington 
Fisner, Cuaries, Gt Yarmouth July 18 Kersey, Ipswich 
Freeway, Henry Wittiam, Bath,J P, FRCS Aug4 &mith & Co, Ashby de la Zouch, 
Leicesters é « 
oo aS a Brighton July 31_Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 
= A Viste oe Bravevry, Hillingdon July 30 Davidson & Morriss, Queen 
ABkISON, Eitey, Burnley July 22 Smith & Smith, Burn'ey 
aoe, Isaac, Burnley July 22 Smith & Smith, Burnley 
a James, Kingston on Thames July 21 Walker, Quality ct, Chancery 


Hetuerixoton, Tuomas, Manches'er Jul oro ‘ 
a , 1A8, M. ° y18 Crofton & Co, Manchester 

oe n1xG8, Avice, Wood Green Augi1 Campbell & Co, Warwick st, Regent st 

manag Lucy, Kensington July 20 Newman & Co. Clement’s inn 

xy 4 Frances Ayx, Taunton, Somerset June 28 Kite & Broomhead, Taucton 
«~~ waeee fuffolk st, Pall Mall July 14 Snell & Co, George st, Mansion 

Ranenes, Epwarp, Birmingham, Hair Pin Manufacturer July 30 Perry & Co 

irmingham 
—-~ Josern, Micklekem Downs, nr Dorking July 25 Murray & Co, Birchin 


ne 

Mansn, Mrs Ayxa, Chiswick In Augi Herbert, Cork s 1 

—, Cuar.es, Worthing July £0 Griffith, Brighton poe ae 
eee Atcoox, Manchester, Commercial Traveller July 28 Nuttall & Co, 





Suita, Cano.ine, Chesterfic 





Parker, Sauvet Epwarp, Sydenham, Kent July 25 Marchant & Co, Deptford 
Parmenter, Tuomas Anraur, Middle Wallop, ts, MA July 21 Mount & Son 


Gracechurch st 
Peet, Rocer, Oldham, Compositor July 12 Taylor, Oldham 
Perrix, Hexrv Hosxyy, Harpford House, Devon et Cooper, Budge row 
Paestoy, Marcasert Ayy, Clitheroe, Lancs July 23 ldwia & Co, Clitheroe 
Reap, Witt1am, Clitheroe, Lancs, Grocer July 23 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 
Raopgs, James, Glossop, Derby. Surgeon July 21 Davis, Glossop 
Ruopes, Jeremtan, Bradford, July 30 Wilson & Stanfield, Bradford 
Rontwa, James, Gravesend July 30 Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 
Sarrorius, Dame Soruta, Lymington, Hants July 16 Theobald, Bedford row 
Searuies, Emma Juiia, Margate oe = Webster & Webster, Lincoln’s inn fields 
—_ gr + game Derby, thenware Manufacturer July 30 John Bunting 


. 
Suackugtoy, James Burrerworts, Derby, i. Aug2 Stone, Derby 
Sxertoyx, Louisa, ye Leeds Augl awson & Chapman, Leeds 
Sarru, Euma, Tenby, Pem e July1 Stokes, Tenby 
Surrn, Rospert, Dover July 22 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Srusps, Farperick, Hanley, Staffs July17 Padiock & Sons, Haaley 
Sweeney, Evizazeta Rose, Brixton July 22 Graham, Queen Victoria st 
Turis, Mary, Newcastleupon Tyne Aug6 Browa & Soa, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Tawatiras, Hargett, Chelsea —_- Morgan, Hastings — 
Trriey, Antuoyy, Headingley, Aug 1_ Simpson & Simpson, Leads 
Warr, Puase, —— Staffs July5 Araold & Son, Birmingham 
Wesster, Jaye, Streatham July18 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st : 
Wensrer, Samvgt, Birkdale, Contractor July 30 John Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 
Wexcn, Jane, Coventry July 26 Twist & Sons, Coventry 
Wewts, Joun, Bradford July 22 Morgan & Morgan, Bradford 
Wartre.ock, Wittiam, Pickering. York, Painter July 22 EJ & A Peters, York 
wae Lerrice, Sale, Chester July 30 Tallont-Batcmin & Thwaites, Man- 
chester 
London Gaszette.—Faivay, June 24. 


Avams, Wittiam Eowrs, Overend, Cradley, Worcester, Licens2d Victualler Jaly 8 T 
Cooksey, Old Hill, Staffs 

Arpern. Maay, Buxton Aug 31_ Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 

Bares, Hexry, Holbeach, Lincs, Yeoman. July 25 Willders & Son, Holbeach 

Bevenince, Caar.es, Southampton July 30 Page & Gulliford, Southampton 

Bear, Mary, Gestingthorpe, Essex Aug 20 Harris & Co, Halstead 

Cocuitt, ALEXANDER, Notting Hill gate July 3i Jackson & Co, Coleman st 

Coney, Bensamix, Leicester, Fried Fish Merchant July 39 Haxby & Partridge, 

icester 

Corrersi1., Eowarp, West Halkin st, Surgeon July 26 Deas, Gt Russell st 

Drxox, Mrs Mary, Newcastle under Lyme July 2i Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 

Duieax, Atragp Levpoup, Hartford, Connecticut Aug 15 Fooks & Co, Carey at, 
Lincoln's inn : 

Graypoy, Gzonce, Upper Norwood July 20 Lydall & Sons, John st, Bedford row 

Hatt, er Epwarp, Eccles, Lancs Aug 6 Tallent-Bateman & Thwaites, Man- 
chester 

Hixus, Fagpericn ALExanpea, Cambridge Augi Burrows, Cambridg2 

Hircucock, Faxperic, Weeke, nr Winchester, Barrister July 31 Miller & Co, Savile 


row 
Kent, Perern Avotrnv3, Bristol, Mining Engineer Augi8 Kiaog, Bristol 
Kiteour, Jawer Linpsay. Liverpool July 25 Sampson & Co, Liverpool 
Kirxvp, Ropert, Cresswell, Northumberland July 15 Webb, Morpeth 
Layauey, Exiza, Croydon July22 Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 
Locks, Witu1aM, Brighton July 25 Tatham & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Morcay, WituiaM Pirt, Hove, Sussex July 31 Pears & Co, Sackville st 
Musgrave, Heway Yorke, East Sheen, Surrey July 30 Tickell, Walbrook 
Ovyey, Jony, Epping, Essex, Farmer July 25 Pettit, Leighton Buzzard 
Ossory, Lewis, ford, Draper Aug8 Baxter, Bedford 
Peery, Antuur, Ludgate hill July 25 Baynes, Dartford ; 
Surecs, WittraM, San Francisco July 24 Smith & Rydon, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Scater, Sagan Janz, Liverpool July8 Sampson & Co, Liverpool 
Topix, Tuomas James, Liverpool Aug 24 Harrison & Burton, Live 1 
Trerrry, Mrs Janz Port, Fowey, Cornwall Sept 21 Graham & Graham, Fowey 
Turtox, James, Wrington, Somerset Aug1 F Wood, Wrington 
Wainweicut, Roserr Owes, Hull Aug6é Colbeck & Thompson, Hull 
Warr, Pease, Tipton July5 Arnold & Son, Birmingham 
Wessrer, Henry, Harrogate, York Aug6 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
Witxiams, Axx, Oswestry, Salop, innkeeper Aug1 W Jackson, Oswestry 
bees Caautes Oamoxn, Peckham, Publican July 22 Taylor & Taylor, New 
road st 
Witxixsox, Marrnew, Bradford, Butcher Aug 1 Mossman & Co, Bradford 
Wriatey, Jous, Preston July 8 W & R Ascroft, Preston 


London Gazette—Turspay, June 23. 


Auten, Aynig Exizasetn, Liverpool July 30 Sefton, Liverpool 

A.LLrrey, Gooprich Hotuspay, Mortimer, Berke Aug7 Lake & Lake, New sq 

Axperson, Jane, Liverpool July 30 Sefton, Liverpool 

Bavcocs, Eowaro, Crediton, Devon July 25 Sparkes & Co, Crediton 

Browne, ALEXANDER Henry, Callaly Castle, Northumberland July 23 Kingsford & 
Co, Essex st, Strand 

Bucuer, Magrua, Scarborough Aegis Turnbull & Son, Scarborough 

Cae AF ae Heyer Hamitroy, sey st, Cadogan ey Aug 22 Coldham, New ina, 

aD 

Cote, Martin Geonar, Hove, Sussex July 30 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct 

Coorer, Jous, York, Hairdresser July30 Spink & Brown, York 

CornrortH, Georce, Egton Bridge, York July 30 Buchannan & Sons, Whitby 

Date, Rev Lawrorp Witu1Am Toraiano, Chiswick July 25 Kendall & Co, Carey st 

E.tertox, James, sen, Finsbury, French Polisher Aug1 Bodman, Lancaster place, 


Ex.is, Hesry, Hastings, Property Agent July25 Davenport & Co, Hastiags 
Ewa, Koss swan, Gt Malvern, Worcester July 25 Lambert & Rogers, Malvern 
seme Cuagistuas, Cambridge, F.rniture Broker July 31 Gino & Matthew, Cam- 


e 
Gayres, Oscan Cuartes, Liverpool, Merchant July 20 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Geaxce, Frank, Southampton,M D Aug 24 Newman, Southampton 
Gunyine, Davip, Manchester July 25 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 
Haroreaves, Joun Buaxetiey, Manchester, Joiner July 25 Earle & Co, Manchester 
Hawokgrtn, Ricwarp, Oswaldtwistle, Grocer July 30 Reddish, Church 
Hoxprxa, Jossrx, Hulme, Laucs, Licensed Victualler July 30 Hall & Co, Accrington 
Hoorgr, Gsorce Josern, Eastcheap, Provision Merchant Aug 10 Drake & Co, Kood 


lane 
Jonns, Ayx, Walthamstow Aug8 Levy, Arundel st, Strand 
L’Amy, Syivester, Suffolk st, Pall Mall July 14 Snell & Co, George st, Mansion 


ouse 

Litsury, Taomas, Longhorsl:y, Northumberland Aug8 Webb, Morpeth 

——— eran, Bootle, Lancs, Marine Store Dealer Aug6 Quinn & Sons, 
verpoo 

Mituwartoy, Saran, Chelsea Ju'y 23 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 

vue, Ress Cuagies, Newton Abbot, Devon July 25 Kendall & Co, Carey st, Lincola’s 


inn 
Rawiisa8, Bensamin, Leicester July13 Whetstone & Frost, Leicester 
De Vers, The Most Noble Wittsam Avurevivs Ausaey, Duke of St Albans July 9 
Freshfields & Williams, Old Jewry 
Sanoeree, Karnentne Isanetta, Bayswater July 23 W W Gabriel, Portugal st 


gs 
Sewron, Asganam, Shelley, nr Hudderstield Augi Armitage & Co, Hudderafield 
2 y Aug 20 Jones & Middleton, Chestertield 
Waperes, Hexsy, Harrogate Aug6 Ni & Co, Leeds 


July 16, 1898. 4 
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Bs Ba: ter July 30 James & as, gece 
uson, Henry wa 
Wane Josurn, Hackney rd, Sho? Manufacturer Aug 8 & man & Co, fouthamp- 
it, Bloo jury 
Fosraas-Bi0cs, Major deneral Arrnur Gopotenix, CB, Stockton House, Wilts July 
25 Houseman & Vo, Prince's st, Storey’s gate, Westminster 


London Gazette—Faipay, Jaly 1. 


xinson, Isaneta, Liverpool July 14 Bremner & Co, Liverpool 
cones, Rev Dawien Aueustus, Lewisham Auz id Leefe & Leef:, Quality ct, 


Hanznzisox, W. Diss, Norfolk, Cabinet Maker 1 Lou & Gate, De 
HiLtiwaodx, the Right Hon ce Hewry Banox, Aug 15 Bircham & 


Hox, Bute bah Evaz.t, Hyde pk gate Sept 1 Longbourne & Co, Lincoln's inn 


J Witiiam, Tywardreath, Cornwall Auz13_ Gidley & Son, 
Noun, Joux. Wittiax, Butep" ’s Castle, Salop, Draper Draper July 20 =. & Winnall, 


Lapyes, ad Bristol July 16 Bevan & 





Chancery In 


Hesry Tuomas, Yeovil Aug 1 Simpson & Co, Southwark st, Southwark 
oe ombe, Hants’ July 30° Fresbfields & Williams, Old Jew 


Buemeyer, Fuua, Boscombe 
Brows, remo ANDREW, Edgeley, Stockport, Architect 
Stoc 


‘an, CeLeano Exizasera, Live 1 Augi_ Trelfal, Southro 

- Wh D te, Hlbor via luct 

15 Sweetland’ Greenhill, Fen:shurc’ st house, Wo! 
tchett & Co, Mack In 

Dennis, Anwig, Stockwellrd Avgil Smiles & Co, Bedford row 


Cort, Georce, Clapton Aug9 White & De Buria’ 
Dawe, Joseru Opiine, Hastings A 
Day, Farpreicx, Hackney July 30 


Dray, Ann Lypia, Oxford Aug27 Robioson, Oxfurd 


Duecan, Ricuarp, Plymouth Augi3 Gidley & Son, Plymouth 
Morgan & Upjohn, 1 
Aug 8 Bartlett, Bush lane 

Laverack & y Hull 
Evaxs, ‘THom As, Waisall July 16 JN & EA Cotterell, Walsa 

Favip)xo, Rosert, North Kelsey, Lincola eS 10 Freer & oo, Brigg 
Friener, Evizasers Louisa, Holland Park gins Augl1 C 
Dawes, R e 

Fisrcuer, Tuomas, Little Lever, Lancs July 19 A Bailey & Son, Bolton 
Friseens, "Jae, Warwick rd; Maida Hill Aug3 Druces & Attlee, Billiter 51 


Dussex, ALEXAnver Lovis, Rotherhithe July 31 
Evoar, Janes, Fulham, Builder 
E.ti01T, CuHartotrs, South Kensington Aug 8 


Firrcner, Cuaries, Rye, Sussex, Painter July 31 


GoopcniLp, James, Romford, Essex Aug2 A H Hant & 
GaeaTsacn, WILLIAM, Worcester, China 


Hawmittoy, Au’ce, Ramsbottom, Lancs Aug 1 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, July 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Arcarp, P Exice, Pwimeyric, nr pg op) Coal Exporter 
Newport, Mon Pet June 21 Ord July 

pees, Maes, , Norwood High Court Pet July 5 Ord 
July 5 

Bexxett, Joseru, Oldham, Farmer Oldham Pet July 2 
Ord July 6 

Buyrs, Witt1am Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Hairdresser 

ston upon Hull’ Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Prowy, Evwatp, St John’s Wood, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet June9 Ord July 5 

Browxe, C R W, Newington causeway, Licensed Victu- 
aller High Court Pet June13 Or ‘Tuly 5 

Cuampers, Witt1Am, Hounslow, Florist Brentford Pet 
July4 Ord July 4 

Caawrorb, Frank, Kendal, Butcher Kendal Pet July 5 
Ord July 5 

Caorr, Tuomas Samvuet, Nottingham, Manufacturing Con- 
feticner Nottingham Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Daatey. Tuomas, Kippax, Yorks, Greengrocer Wakefield 
Pet July 5 Ord duly 5 

Davies, Cates, Cardiff, Commission Agent Cardiff Pet 
July5 Ord July 5 

Davixs, Tuomas, Liandisslio, Pembroke Pembroke Dock 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Davirs, Lewis Lewis, Swansea, bet nn ar a 
Manufacturer Swansea Pet June17 Ord J = 

Dopp, Tuomas, Appleby, Westmorland, Grocer Kendal 
Pet July5 Ord July 5 


” Farncuitp, Georce Epwix, Harrington sq Lewes Pet 


June15 Ord July 6 

Hatt, Wacrer, Halifax, Plumber 

rd July 6 

Haynes, Samvet, Neasden, ~ om Traveller High 
Court Pet July6 Ord July 

Hosson, Eryest, Sheffield, han ; Sheffield Pet July 4 
Ord J uly 4 

Hoxras.e, Tuomas Witiram, Gt we’ st, Burough, Clerk 
High Court Pet July 6 ‘Ord July 

Ikuixeworrn, Wares, Sootbill, nr Bader, Hotel Keeper 
Dewsbury Pet July 6 Ord July 

Jeiicor, James ANTHOXY, Waltbonetow Solici‘or High 
Court Pet May 27 Ord July 4 

Jengins, Jonny Daniex, Lianfihangel, Ystrad, Auctioneer 
Aberystwith Pet June 24 O01 July 6 

Maxtor, Jonn Tuomas, i Dairyman Liverpool 
Pet June13 Ord July 4 

Movyrtatx, Josern, New Wortley, Leeds Leeds Pet July 
5 Ord July5 

Nicnoras, Mary Anne, ea yay aes Corn Dealer 
Edmonton Pet July2 Ord Jul 

Oprtt, ALrrep James, Loughborongh, General Dealer 
Leicester Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Peace, BrxJamin, > Accountant 


Pet July4 Ord Jul 

Peters, som, Hereford, Hereford Pet July 4 

uly 4 

PowE.1, Jony Hexny, Wolverham tom, : Tobacconist Wol- 
verhampton Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Powgit, Wittiam Hart, Dover, Grocer Canterbury Pet 
July5 Ord July 5 

Parst, Epcar, Smethwick, — Grocer West Brom- 
wich Pet July5 Ord July 

Pym, Cuar.es, Shavington, or Kantwich, Butcher Nant- 
wich Pet July 4 O1d July 

Rers, Hexry, Cardiff, Plumber's _Apprenticn Cardiff 
Pet Jul 5 Ord July 5 

Ricuarps, Evan Paice, Mountain. Ash, Glam, Tailor 
Aberdare Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Saxoen, Eowaxp, Bournemouth, Baker Poole Pet July 

. 5 Ora July 5 

HARP, James, Silloth, hoteat, Photographer Car- 
lisle Pet July 5 Ord Jul . 

Chain, Senls 
4 


Halifax Pet July 5 


Dewsbury 


“Tailor 


Ssaw, Winuam Sreexe, a. 


ton under Lyne Pet June 23 Ord J 
Sazrwoop, Tom, mem, Dr 
Junel0 Ord July 4 


y 
aper Cockermouth Pet 


otter July 23 Lord & Parker, Worcester Ch 
Butcher & Barlow, Bury 
Hanson, Avkauam, Weaste, Lancs Aug3 Blears, Manchester 


Aug 1 Liagari "Vaughn, 


Parker, James, Weaste, 
Parkes, comes Mats, 


Rewsick, Avye, Liv: 
Ricxwoop, IsaBeLua 
weoTToM, Fae: 
born viada2$S =| Satrwarsn, Epwarp Joay, 

verley 
Suortron, Roserrt, C. 
Smacipone, Thomas, 
Srartix, Tuomas, jun, Bi 


Cheese, Strand 
Sreer, Fanyy, Rhymney, 


Henry, 
eapside 


Co, Romford WELD »y, 











Syet, Jomw Wittram, Askern, nr Doncaster Leeds Pet 
July 4 Ord July 4 


Sranpvisx, sapere Castleford, Yorks Wakefield Pet 
July 6 = ‘ 

Srcrr, Taycor, land, Yorks, Carrier Halifax Pet 
July6 Ord July 6 


ay pwarv, Woodhouse, Leeds, Dyer Leeds Pet 
y4 y4 
Taarn, Georce Butuer, Wetherby, Yorks, Builder York 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 
Veasey, WitiiAm Marti, ppm, Rutland Leices- 
ter Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
Wicuram:, James Granam, Swansea, Confectioner Swan- 
sea Pet July 5 Ri y 
Woortaso Broraers, ee 
N oy Hex, Wi Pet J me 22. Ord ma 
i 5 tiie , Builde 
jam elie substituted for that es in the 
gy oe of May 27 
Bravvxy, Cuarves, Ashton under ay Grocer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet May14 Ord Ma 
Amended notice substituted for 5 Y plished in the 


Gazette of June 24: 
Lanp, Henry, Wirksworth, Derbys, “Tailor Derby Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Barrp, Ropert ALEXaNDER, | ane pil ad 15ati2 Off 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple a 
Bisuor, Epwarp Ernest, Balham, Clerk. *suly 15 at 12 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 
Boyp, Wix1.1am, Sheffield, Yorks, Jviner July i5at3 Of 
Rec, Fig field 


tree lane, Sheftie 
But, JABEZ Barnabas, Southampton, —— Merchant 
Tailor July 19 “¥ it Off Rec, 


Jaly 15at 3 Off Rec, 172, High st, So 
Decne, Name | Bridgend, 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Epaar, Heyry Staxrorp, Millbank st, Westminster, Coal 


Merchant July l5at 12 Bankrupte Ss st 
Fie.p, Jane. Hove July 15 at 11.30 Ree, 4, ion 
bldgs, Brighton 
F.ox, Ropert Jons, Sandown, China Merchant July 16 
« at a Dan Qua aoe mt, I Dattyman 3 : 
RAVES, bars enry, Ne uly 
18 at 12 Rec, Wi te chmbrs, OO 
Hap ey, Georas, Stafford, ablican Taly 19 at 2 , 
Court, West Bromwi: 


Haut, Watrer, Halifax, Plumber July19at11 Off Rec, 
Townhall = Halifax 


Hau, W. Mare, Sanitary Engineer 
“oly lati WH Tumyn, High st; Bridgy 


Hopxixsow, CHaRLes Gasant & and Gzorce Hewry fe 


KINSON July 19 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey Carey st 

Isce, Ease, —, Waiter July 18 at 12 Bank- 
ru 

Jouystoy, E ee lane, Cheapside July 18 at 11 








bldge, —_ a st 
Jorr, Gerorce, cherie Commercial Tra 
daly 18 at 12,30 Off Rec, Westgate chmbra, fn 
cinmen & Co, Trinit p Rotates July 18 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bli 
Lzvy, ABRAHAM, hata, Tobacconist July 15 at 12.30 


24, Railwa: Lege = 
Lawes, coms Arde e, Tailor uly 15at2 66, High st, 
er 
KTON, ye mn W; old, Leicester, Baker July 15 
at3 Off Ree, 1, i st, Leicester 
Lowss, Joun, Tenterden, Kent, Mineral Water Manufac- 
turer July 18 at 2.45 Mace & Sons, Tenterden 


ETTLETON, pe yr Leeds, Pawnbroker July 
18atll1 Off Rec, 22, w, Leeds 
Newsam, Faepericx Caaruzs, yw _— Solicitor July 
15 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Nicao.is, Harny Sypvey, y tde Cross rd, Publisher 


July 15 at 11 
= higy 1 atll Off 
Say 
Ops 


D. ug 
Rust, Frepgaice James, Pataey, t Jul 
Theeadeeedle st rs 
Suawe, Ricaaro F.ieetwoop, Lotherton Hall, 
coydon Augi2 Grundy & On, Queen Victoria st 
ham, Co 
oy July = aa & 


WA tter, Eouvnp, Cheltenham Aug 13 
Watrea, Cuement Corusert, Dover,Surgeon Aug 1 
Hampstead 


Wauirrsread, Mavo, Parfleet, Essex Jul 
Wituiams, Ricuaro, Canton, Cardiff July 23 Phillipe, Oa 


Smallware Dealers 
Walsall Pet July1 | 


Co, Bristol 
ee Tuomas Fixcaysos, Bamford, nr Roshdale Aug 2) Addlswzhaw & Oo, 


chester 
Macraz, Jony Hector, Scarborou, 
Marspen, Hector Lionet, Seafi 
Moors, Joun Cannicx, Eaton aq, F- Augi & Co, 
Parkes, Evtzapera se, Salford, Bake Salford a oF pou & and a ge Dd 
‘or 


Hair lress 'r 


13 Turnbull & Son, S:arborough 
% -# Aug8 ey Bush In 


Auz8 ‘9, Manchest 
@, MK ~—s}- Bept 1 T M J & A White- 


sy July 25 Nield, roamed 


LizssetTu, Cam! 


.. 1 Deeieth, Bath Tene 


‘singh all st 
July 30 Aide si & Co, Lincola’s ian fiel Is 
all, nr South Milford Augl Crust & Co, 


6 F 


aly 29 ns oy & Brain, Raading 
Smith, Birmiaghsm 


Co, 
Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
Bydenham & Co. Dover 
Aug 1 Eustace Anderson, Ironmonger lan>, 


17 Martineau & Reid, Raymond bldgs 
rdiff is 


Owen, Jom Pay mag Cardiff, mAgent July 19 
atl Off Rec, 29, Queen me rdiff 
Clerk July 25at 11 174, 


n st, 
Sueery, —. Exeter, Confectioner July 28 at 10.30 Off 
Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Surrn, CuaRrces ey Streatham, —— July 18 
atl1.30 24, Railway London Brid, 
Smiru, James, lon, O zoopacne July 18 at 2.90 
pik yp 
Sranuey, Mary, 8t wrens T “ ¥ July 16 at 38 Off 
Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, I 
| Srewagr, Josepu, l, os M yaly 23 at 10.30 Off 


Ree, 35, Victoria st, 

Taaty, Groror Butmuesr, W by, Yorks, Builder July 
20 .30 Off Rec, 28, —— 

Taomas, Wit.14M, Morriston, Swansea, Hosier July 19 at 

at12 Off Rec, 3i, Alexandra rd, Swans:a 

Turrie, Roserr, Bat H te’ July 15 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, 

Van Veex, BantTno.mevs, nt Maxns, Yorks, Butter 
Factor July 15 at 11 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Waicnr, Mme | Hout, 8 July 18 at 12 
Bankrupte gs, Carey st 


Amended notice substituted for that patiant in the 
London Gagette of 


Sores, Joux, York, Blacksmith is a 14 at 12.15 Of 
Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 


Susann “Tons, Bi: 








ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aveo seams "et May 4 wey a in Antiquities 
% 
Ausouby? jh Cours Bedford, TS eased Victualler 
thet Ord Ord July 6 
aaa se Atrasp Howstt, gy Kent, Physician 


Pet June 3 Ord Jul 
Bexxetr, Hexry, Norwood High Court Pet July 5 


Buys, Witssax Hesry, Kingueo Hull Hair- 
dresser peta Pet July 6 go ae 6 


Butt, Janez Bansapas 
Pet July 1 0 4 
Cn aes. ng AM, Flac Brentford Pet 
y4 
Comin: ERT, Svlicitor High Oourt 
Pet May 13, Ord Jul ” bs 
pete Hants Poole Pet June 


4 
— > oy Kendal, Butcher Kendal Pet July 
Crorr Thomas Samvet, Carlton, Manufacturing 
‘“ Confectioner N. ttiogham, Pee dely's Ord July 6 
Set ame ‘ 


Davies, Cauzs, Cardiff, Commission Agent Cardiff Pet 
aly 5 Ord July 5° 


Davigs, 
Pet July 2 Ord July 4 


— ha, ae p , Wertnaniand, Grocer Kendal 
Braxs, Seanay, 3 ‘jays Engineer Northampton 
Fappy, hte - - bane yg By aN oe ae Financial 
F . Goes } cane Bled Lancs, hele Wat: 
 Manufachaver Preston Ma a 


y 17 Ord Jul 
Gapv, a, Harrow, Financial Agent Legh 
Court Pet Ma: Ord Jul 
eer + Maida Val 2 igh Court Pet April 16 
Gorvox, Wiiuram Dickie, Hilldrop cres, Camienrd High 
Court Pet J Ora July” 


une 9 
Hapter, Georer, Swan Village, Staffs, Publican West 
Bromwich Pet ‘i-e22 OrdJuly 5 
a, L. . fax, Plumber Halifax Pet Jaly5 


Haynes, Sauve’ 
Traveller High Sour Pet 
ae Eanest, 


July 4 


Buda g” On 4 oie, July 4 








ne, 1, Od Water Lee 
Dealer 
J yibatl 280 “Off Rec, 1 <i Beg tote 
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, Taowas Wruttam, and roy wd Lant Viaer 
Canrzxrer, Watford, Grocers St Albans Pet June 8 
Ord July 2 


Hvexr. Tuomas Writt1am, Great Dover at, Borough, 
Clerk Court Pet July6 Ord July6 
, Gaerent, Newington causeway High Court 
nba July 2 Ord July 6 
Kays, Martix Taouas High Court Pet Mayi0 Ord 


a 
Lowes Se Jonx, Tenterden, Kent, Mineral Water Manufac- 
turer Hastings Pet June 30 Ord Jul 
Marutws, Atrrepd Groronx, Westbourne. "Hants, Draper’s 
Assistant Poole Pet May 31 Ord July 4 
, Leeds, Gill Maker 
July6 Ord July 5 


Nassax, Dunrai, Gt Portland st, Oriental Goods Importer 
Court ‘Pet June 13 Ord July 4 
Nicnoitsox, Watrrr Lawsox, Swindon, 
Swindon Pet June 10 Ord July 6 
Pauuzz, G, Wimbledon, Builder Kingston, Surrey Pet 
May 2% Ord July 6 
ere = ENJAMIN, “typ Accountant Dewsbury Pet 
y4 Ord July 4 
Forme 2 gems, Hereford, Tailor Hereford Pet July 4 


Wolverham: m Tobacconist 


ol pton Pet Julyé Ord July 
Powsg.t, Witi1am Hart, Dover, Grocer Cintatery Pet 
July5 Ord July 5 


Pym, Caantes, Shavington, nr Nantwich, Butcher Nant- 
wich Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Ricua Evay Paice, Mountain Ash, Glam, Tailor 
Abeodese Pet July 5 Ord July 5 

eee 2 Bournemouth, Baker Poole Pet July 


—- Cuameae Epwarp, Balsall Heath, Worcesters, 
Birmingham Pet ‘Or 


Movcntatrx, Joszrn, New 
Leeds Pet 


Powsz., a Heyry, 


itter March 29 d April 5 
coms, Joun Witi1am, Askern, nr Doncaster Leeds Pet 


uly 4 Ord July 4 
ae, isan Castleford, Yorks Wakefield Pet 


July 6 
mat v arion, i Elland, Yorks, Carrier Halifax Pet July 
Tare, Bow ano, Hunslet, Leeds, Dyer Leeds Pet July 4 
Ord Jul 


Tyrwart, The Honourable Joux, ee, Bloomsbury 

Gourt Pet May 24 Ord J et 

Veasey, Wittram Martix, Whissendine, Rutland Lei- 

cester Pet July 6 ra 

Westwoop, Cuaries Jouy, anstead, Essex, Railway 
Contractor High Court Pet Nov24 Ord July 7 


Yarnoip, Henry, Walsall, Builder Walsall Pet July 1 
Ord July 1 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banpsr, Davin, Altrincham, Plumber Manchester Pet 
July7 Ord July 7 
Bovesrotiz, Axatote, Old Com pent st, Soho, Butcher 
High Court Pet July 7 - gout 
Picture Frame Maker 
ys 
Dawser, Henny LLIAMSON, Worksop Lincoln Pet 
July 9 9 


y 
Emmison, James Groror, costae, > "ym Con- 
tractor Li 


verpool Pet JulyS Ord July 
Fov.ips, R M, Aidersgate st, > er Victualler High 
Court Pet June 9 Ord Jul 
Gotper, Jossru, Salford, Painter Salford Pet July 7 
Ord July 7 


ee, Myer, Leylands, ay Slipper Manufacturer 
is PetJuly7 Ord July7 
Janvis, Gzrorce, Fenchurch at, ~ eros Victualler High 
Court Pet July7 Ord July7 
Jou.y, Hamittor Witiiam, Liv I, Deca anaa s Assistant 
Liverpool Pet June 22 Pet Jul 
Jonzs, Owen Hewry, Liandudno, Conaiiitten Agent 
wvitg A Ord July 9 
me, Co, iverpool, General Merchants Liver- 
June 2 Ord July7 
Keay, eae Longton, =, Builder Stoke upon 
Li 5 Pet Jone % Seat Dealer Dorchest 
NES, oe set, rait er irc er 
mA 9 ord July 9 
nono B. Wray Kendal, Innkeeper Kendal 
uly7 Ord Jul Al 
Nicuorson, Joux, and Grorce Nicrotsox, np hay nr 
Bol Bolton Pet July7 Ord Jul 
a Manu Lisuene 


Jonzs, 


Normax, Wittiam lg eae Stratford, 
8 Ord Jaly 8 
Papprneroy. Mudy enny, Boscombe, nr Pou 
Gonfectioner Poole Pet June 25 Ord J 
Petitzw, Gorpox H L, | Hants Paes A 
Pet June 27 Ord July 
Ramszy, Rosert, Carlton, nr Snaith Wakefield Pet 
July7 Ord pr 
Apert Is om Brondesbury High Court Pet 
July7 Ord July 7 
ToLIFFe, Epwarp Srannorr, and Cartes Baxter 
ARE, ~ a Thames Kingston, Surrey Pet 
June 25 
my L, Decne rd High Court Pet April 26 
Bampson a Canton, Cardiff, Bakers Cardiff Pet 
June 24 Ord July 7 
Seery, Watter osuy, ae Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich July2 Ord July 8 
Teeges, James, Ha “ee Lanes, Grocer Warrington Pet 
uly 7 Ord Ju! 
Wairtens James, St Elvis, Remhasion Farmar Pembrok2 
Pet oo? = Jul 
High Court Pet 


wae H, Brixton, Wine sistas 
‘April 30 Ord Jul: 


Wensstea, Witttax, Borobridge, Yorks, Innkeeper York 
Ww: + ye Glass Dealer W. 
1Ls0K, Joszrn, War. on, Glass D2a) ar Ly 
Pet Jaly 8 Ord July's, srt 


ys 
Youne, Jous, King’ ath, Le a Fruiterer Bir- 
mingham 


Pet June 23 Ord Ju ly 8 





Go.per, Josspa, Salford, 
| Ord Julys 


Amended notice substituted for that peated in the 
London Gazette of W, Coal i 
Mitimons, James, rey IW, Merchant New- 
port Pet April 14 Ord A 
FIRST rt onal 
Beyyett, Hexry, Norwood July 19at2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


Bewstyetos, Hewry ALexanvgs, Walsall, Manager July 
B te od ry > i, a Hull, Hair- 
LyTH, WILLIAM NBY, 
dresser July 19 at 1i Of Ree, . Tunity house lane, 


Hull 

BovGERo.te, Snazea, Old Comaten id Gan, Butcher 
July 21 at dgs, Care’ 

Brows, Scam, 8t John’s Wood, Licensed {Victualler 
July 19 at 12 a bldgs, 

Browse, C R W, Newington causeway, Uieenged Victualler 
July 19 at iv Bankruptcy bid, 

Dautey, Joux Liewettys, Os hatin, Beer 
Retailer July 19 at 3 County Court house, Black- 
urn 

Darcey, Taomas, Ki yore ee rocer July 19 at 
10.30. Off Reo, 6, Bond ter, . 

we: som Towerc glee Tailor July 19 at 
31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

we. Seman falteg, Pembroke July 19 at 11.30 

Off , Queen st, Carmarthen 

Grenox, Joserx, eee Semmaneee, Gas Manager duly 
19 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmart! 

Gorpox, WILLIAM Dicxte, Hilldrop ce anat Camden rd 
July 20 at 2.30 Bankru bidgs, Carey st 

Hermans, Hyman, New ber x Wine Merchant July 
20at12 Bankruptcy idem Carey st, 

— Eaves, Sheffield, rocer July19at2 Off Rec, 

n, 
Ives, Faepeaick, Birmingham, Fancy Goods Manu- 
facturer July 20at 11 174, Corporation st, Birming- 


Davip, Liansilin, Denbighs, Farmer July 20 

.80 Queen Hotel, Oswestry 

Sem, Jous, Bt Juliot, Cornwall, Farmer July 23 at 12 
Duke of Gorawall Hotel Plymouth 

Kays, Martin Taomas July 20at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st, London 

Kituistex, Caaaies, Hove, Sussex, Boot Maker July 19 
at3 Off Rec, 24, Railway a: London Bridge 

McKerrow, Gavix, Seacom 
July 20 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Megtior, Joun Tuomas, Liverpool, uly 20 at 
2.30 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Satiwmen” 

M11, om, Bethesda, esda, Drug Dealer July 19 at 3.30 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Nicnoisos, Joux, and Georce Nicsoisoy, Harw 
Bolton, Farmers July 21 at3 Off Rec, 16, Wi st, 


olton 
Ortoy, Georae Freperick, —_— Grocer July 27 at 
aly 20 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom 


10 Off Rec, Wolver! 

Ovens, Axsre, Manchester 

PoweEtt, Joun Henay, Wolverhampton, Tobacconist July 
27 at 10.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Powerit, WILLIAM Hast, Dover, Grocer July 21 at 9.30 
Off Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Ramsey, Rosert, Snaith, Yorks July 19at1 Off Rec, 6, 
Bond ter, Wakefield 

Ramu —" hen Isaac, Brondesbury July 25 at12 Bank- 

am Fe ldgs, Carey st 
— ow Evercreech, Somerset, Farmer July 20 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Sena “A L, Borough rd July 21 at 12 Bankruptcy 
dgs, Carey st 

Ross, Epwarp Hoimegs, Ggand av July’20at12 Bank- 
ruptey bi , Carey st 

SHERWwooD, ‘OM, Me aa Draper July 19 at 1.30 
Court house, Cockerm: 

Sranpisu, AgTaur, Castleford, Yorks July 19at11 Off 
Ree, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Storr, Tay Lor, Elland, Yorks, Carrier July 23at11 Off 
Rec, Towahall chmbrs, Halifax 

Veasey, Wittram Martin, Whissendine, Rutlands July 
19 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st. 

Watters, — Janus, West est Hartlepool, Tailor July 20 
at12 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Warp, Wieuias Harry, Birmingham, yo Account- 
ant July 22 at 11 i74, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Waurtes, H, Vassall rd, Brixton, Wine Merchant July 21 
at 2.30 "Bankruptcy bldgs Coy 

Wesster, WItiiam, Borobrdge, —, Innkeeper July 
21 at 12.15 Off Reo, 28, gg ‘ork 

Waitsy, Wim Hersert, Nottingham, Commercial 

2 Off Rec, 4 Castle pl, Park st, 


Traveller July 19 at 12 
Nottingham 
Wits, peas, SS peter, Mon, Grocer July 19 at 12 
Witiass, pots “Chik, THenbighs, Grocer July 20 at 12 
The Priory, W: 
Yaryoip, Henay, Walsall, Builder July 21 at 11 Off 
Rec, Walsall 
a ADJUDICATIONS. 
Acxroyp, WILLIAM, Beighie hey Iron Turner Brad- 
ford Pet June 23 Fal » 
Bagser, Davin, Altrincham, = Manchester Pet 
. July 7 = July 7 ‘, a a 
ARTLEET, Wittiam, Sparkbrook, Birming! mmis- 
sion Agent Birmingham Pet + gees O 
Buverr, Perer Wittiam Pecues 


Engineer Plymouth Pet A: April 19 Ord Jul a 
Brows, Epwaro, St John’s Wood, Licensed Viotu 


eer 


Goopuar, Eowarp Avsnrey, Beitol, l, Theatre : 
Bristol Pet Jane 14 Ord Jul: bed fi 
Gorg, t= Jermyn st High Court Pet M@ 
GairriTas, . | ia Lianelly, Coal Merchant 
then Pet March 15 Ord July 9 
ons JA os Gray’s-inn, in Student High © 
B= is ee Tovines . Sli 
anus, Mre loom, ipper Manu 
Leeds et Jal 7 Ord July 
Hoopzs, Pen my WARD, Serthclemew Oras 
Victualler Court Bo . May } aly 8 
June 23° Oates 
Jarvis, Gzorcr, Fenchurch st, Licensed ¥ Victaaller 
Court Pet July7 Ord July7 
Jounxstow, Epwarp Brocxsayk, Foster lane, Ch 
Court Pet May 18 bang 1 
Joxzs, Davip, Liansilin, armer Wi 
3 Pet — —— ig Ty 
oves, Owen Henry, wyn, nr di 
Commission t wy = Pet Jaly 8 Ord July 
Keay, Taomas, Tale 7 Builder Stoke 
Trent Pet June 25 Ord Jul 
Lear. Francis Wituam All Gloucester, 
ucester Juneié Ord June7 
Lives, Jouy, - Fruit Dealer Dorchester 
July9 Ord J 


Locan, James, daly Hensert Marraews, P. d 
uctioneers P. Pet May 12 Ord Jul 

Nicaois, Harey Srpwey, Cross rd, Pab 

hCourt Pet June17 Ord July7 

Nicwousox, Jouy, and Gsorce Nicao.soyx, Harwood, 
, Farmers Bolton Pet July7 heme 

Normay, Wrrttam Hosxen, Stratford, ete 

tarer Court Pet July8 Ord July8 
—— Po Jenkins, Bristol Bristol Pet June 


y7 
Perxins, Eowarp Arruve, eae, Hide Merchant © 
ter Pet 26 Ord Jay 6 
Ramsey, Roseart, Carlton, nr Snaith Wakefield Pet 
Ord July 7 


Iues, Farperick, 


7 
nam. et Od sae Brondesbury High Court 
7 
Ross ‘Ord July 7 Secama, Copthallav High Court Pet 
oom Wuem Meini: Ord duly 9 Pe 
Norwich Pet July2 Ord Jul 
Sitvermay, Jacos, Fournier st, 
facturer High Court Pet June 1 16 nt Wh 
Sraxey, Mary, gpesen Newport, CW Pet J 
10 Ord July 9 
Srepsess, Samvet, Edinburg! on ane 
High Court Pet, aly 7 0 
Townsenp, Francis -—<+ gone Railway . 
tractor Plymouth et May 16 Ord July 6 
seeps, 2 JAMES, i Hapdock, oaat Gane Warrington 


Wassren, akan: Desebeldge, Yorks, Innkeeper ; 
James Granau, 


July 7 Ord July7 

WIurame, Confec 
Swansea Pet July5 Ord July7 

Witsow, Joseru ee Glass Dealer Wai 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 

Witsow, Ricuarp, Jermyn st, Licensed Victualler 
Court Pet June1 Ord July 7 

Youre Jouy, King’s ba Sef Worcesters, Fruii 

Birmingham Pet June 23 Ord July 8 


All letters intended for publication im 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authentic 


ee, 


ie 


7. 








114, Chancery-lane, London. 

Notice is Hereby Given that an EXTRAORDIN. 
GENERAL ME G of the Shareholders of the 
Society will b3 held at the Society's House, in Caaye 
LANE, on Ragen the 26th inst., to elect a Director in 


ro of , Esa., 
yi J. for the vacant seat is Edmund 
Lio ord Wil ba Eaq., of Clement’s-ian, Solicitor. 
e Chair 


be taken at 10 —— precisely. 
By wal be of the Board of Di oer 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, me 


TERMINABLE DEBENTURES. 
NATIONAL MORTGAGE AND AGENCY 
COMPANY OF NEW ZEALAND, LIMITER 


Chairman - - - H. R. GRENFELL, Esq. 
CAPITAL - - - £1,000,000. 
Called Up, £200,000. ‘Uneall Uncalled, £800,000. 








The Company receives ee A on Debentures for in 
seven years. Interest payable half-yearly by ¢ 
attached to the Bonds. 

By the Articles of Association the issue of Deb 
is restricted to the ~~ of the uncalled 
they are secured by a Trust Deed, establishing @ p 
ential charge (ohh he for the holders. 





High Court Pet June9 Ord + pm 

Burcess, Artuur, Harbury, een, Victualler War- 
wick Pet June6é Ord rd Suly 

Cuameers, Taomas, Kendal, Picture Frame Maker Kendal 
Pet Jul 4 8 Ord July 8 

Dawser, Hesry OL ene Worksop Lincoln Pet 
July9 Ord Jul iy 9 

Gipson, Josue zmaston, Pembroke, oT Manager 


Ahm may be obtained from the Manager, 8, @ 
Winchester-street, London, E.C. 


AW.—Wanted, a thoroughly compe 
Conmeuasing Drafteman, over thirty years 
and unadmi' must be expsrienced in Com 
Dodane and able to act without 








Pembroke Dock Pet June 30 Ord Jul 
Painter Salford " Pet July vy 


liberal salary to thoroughly co 
references, Geavacatves, Solicitors’ 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


Soe eee 


aria 


by the name of the writer. E 
| Fated FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ti and full information as to the mates 


nc SBA ae hb ane anol MOE heb Suteeg ete Ue 
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